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Abstract
This study examines the responsibility and blame attributions made for 
disagreements by dating partners or friends. The effects on 
attributions of four variables, relationship adjustment, relationship 
closeness, disagreement severity, and focal convergence, were assessed. 
It was predicted that increasing adjustment, closeness, and focal 
convergence would be associated with decreasing attributions of 
responsibility and blame, and that increasing severity would be 
associated with an increase in such attributions. It was also predicted 
that these variables would be best able to predict attributions for 
personal disagreements, as compared to third-party or nonpersonal 
disagreements. The differences between dating relationships and 
friendships, or between genders, were not predicted in advance. 312 
undergraduates in male-female relationships rated their own relationship 
and their most recent disagreement on these variables; for 200 of these 
subjects, written descriptions of the disagreements were coded.
Between-groups analyses revealed few differences due to content, 
relationship type, or gender. Regression analyses indicated that 
increasing severity was associated with more attributions. Increasing 
adjustment and focal convergence were generally associated with fewer 
attributions, but the pattern varied. Contrary to prediction, 
increasing closeness was associated with more attributions; in addition, 
closeness was able to predict more attributional variables than any 
other predictor.
DISAGREEMENTS IN RELATIONSHIPS: 
THE ATTRIBUTIONS PARTNERS MAKE
Disagreement Attributions
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It is an unfortunate truth that virtually no person is immune from 
the direct experience of disagreements with others. The range of these 
disagreements covers virtually all topics that humans have so far 
thought to discuss, and runs the gamut from mild to severe. Although 
disagreements occur between an amazing array of individuals, those that 
occur within the context of ongoing relationships often distinguish 
themselves as the most salient. Psychologists have been among those to 
recognize this salience, and have duly turned their attention to the 
investigation of these phenomena. The result has been a large body of 
research devoted to teasing out the various dynamics associated with 
disagreements in relationships.
Attribution theorists have been among the forerunners in this 
field of endeavor (e.g., Fincham, 1985; Holtzworth-Munroe & Jacobson, 
1985; Orvis, Kelley, & Butler, 1976). Disagreements lend themselves to 
a consideration of cause, responsibility, and blame. Who started it? 
Whose fault was it? Like other favorite topics of attribution 
theorists, such as crimes, accidents, and natural disasters (e.g., 
Affleck, Tennen, Croog, & Levine, 1987; Bulman & Wortman, 1977; Davis & 
Shaver in Shaver, 1985; Nemeth, 1981), disagreements are negative events 
that lead people, at least sometimes, to try and understand what 
happened, that is, to make attributions (Holtzworth-Munroe & Jacobson, 
1985; Orvis, Kelley, & Butler, 1976).
What has so far most intrigued attribution researchers are the 
effects of group differences, or biases, on disagreement attributions. 
Two variables have received the most attention: relationship adjustment
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and relationship type (e.g., Allen, 1985; Fincham, 1985; Madden 6c 
Janoff-Bulman, 1981; Taylor 6c Koivumaki, 1976). The examination of 
these variables has been a fruitful process, and will be continued in 
this study. This study also expands previous literature by examining 
the effects of relationship closeness, disagreement severity, 
disagreement content, and "focal convergence" (the extent to which 
partners understand each others' views on the disagreement), on 
attributions.
Relationship Adjustment
Most previous attributional analyses (e.g., Fincham, 1985; Madden 
6c Janoff-Bulman, 1981) have included some examination of how good 
adjustment, or the lack thereof, affects the kinds of attributions 
partners make. Spanier provided a typical definition of dyadic 
adjustment as the combined presence of both positive and negative 
relationship characteristics: "1) troublesome dyadic differences; 2)
interpersonal tensions and personal anxiety; 3) dyadic satisfaction; 4) 
dyadic cohesion; and 5) consensus on matters of importance to dyadic 
functioning" (1976, p. 17). Typically, studies measuring relationship 
adjustment have used a global scale of adjustment to discriminate 
between well-adjusted couples and poorly adjusted couples. There have 
been a few studies, though, that define adjusted couples as ones that 
are not in therapy, and maladjusted couples as those who are in therapy 
(see Fincham 6c O'Leary, 1983, for an example). Although much of this 
research has examined how adjustment affects attributions for both
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positive and negative behaviors, the following discussion will be 
limited to negative behaviors that are potentially blameworthy.
The literature is extremely consistent about the effects of 
adjustment among spouses: distressed spouses make more negative
attributions to their partners for negative events than do nondistressed 
spouses. This effect of adjustment exists for hypothetical and real 
spouse behaviors. In studies of hypothetical behaviors, both Fincham & 
O'Leary (1983) and Fincham, Beach, & Nelson (1986) found that distressed 
spouses, compared to nondistressed spouses, saw the causes of negative 
behavior as more global, that is, as present in more situations. The 
latter study also showed that distressed spouses attributed more 
negative intent, selfish motivation, and blameworthiness to their 
partners' negative behaviors. Similarly, another study found that 
distressed spouses made more negative attributions for partner behavior 
when considered in comparison to their own behavior (Fincham, Beach, & 
Baucom (1987).
When spouses make attributions about actual problems, the same 
effect holds true, despite potential situational differences. Jacobson, 
McDonald, Follette, & Berley (1985) reported that distressed spouses 
made more internal (versus external) attributions than did nondistressed 
spouses for negative partner behaviors. Fincham, Beach, 6c Baucom (1987) 
found that distressed wives made more global attributions for naturally 
occurring negative behaviors than did their nondistressed counterparts, 
a finding that is consistent with Fincham and his colleagues' research 
using hypothetical behaviors. In another study, Fincham (1985)
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demonstrated that distressed spouses would cite their partner and the 
relationship as the source of marital problems rather than themselves. 
Nondistressed spouses did so significantly less frequently. Similarly, 
Madden & Janoff-Bulman (1981) found that less-satisfied wives blamed 
their spouses for marital problems. In a different approach to 
attributions, Kyle and Falbo (1985) reported that stressed spouses made 
more dispositional, or trait, attributions in comparison to situational 
attributions when the spouses were rating negative partner behavior.
The effect holds for incidence as well as strength of attributions: 
when attributions are not directly solicited, distressed spouses make 
significantly more attributions for frequent, negative events than do 
nondistressed spouses (Holtzworth-Munroe & Jacobson, 1985) .
Outside of the marital relationship, Boyle (1986) studied dyads 
with one depressed partner. As in studies of married couples, she found
that depressed individuals and their partners in both dating
relationships and friendships made attributions of more responsibility 
than nondistressed partners in the same types of relationship. She did
not, however, find any differences between these groups in ratings of
hypothetical disagreements.
Only one study (Reed & Stone, 1982) failed to find a 
correspondence between relationship satisfaction and evaluations of the 
events in relationships. This study looked at the effects of adjustment 
on daily event ratings, and found no differences in judgments of 
frequency, stability, or control. This study did not, however, use a 
strictly attributional approach but rather a cognitive appraisal
Disagreement Attributions
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approach that evaluated events on desirability, stability, 
meaningfulness, and control.
The influence of distress on attributions appears to be a robust 
phenomenon, and clearly emerges across methodologies, sampling methods, 
and even attributional theories. It should be noted, however, that none 
of the studies reports significant adjustment effects for all of the 
attributional questions or measures employed. For instance, Fincham and 
his colleagues have consistently failed to find differences in the 
internality or stability of causal attributions (e.g., Fincham, Beach, & 
Nelson, 1986; Fincham & O'Leary, 1983), although Jacobson, McDonald, 
Follette, and Berley (1985) did find differences in internality. Also, 
Boyle (1986) found no differences between distressed and nondistressed 
partners for either cause or blame attributions.
There are many potential reasons for the differing pattern of 
results across and within studies, not the least of which are the very 
differences in sample and method that make the consistencies even more 
impressive. Shaver's attribution theory (1985) suggests one more 
possibility, though. Responsibility and blame judgments should be more 
susceptible to bias than causality judgments, because the former are 
often ambiguous judgments that require both inferences about internal 
states, such as intentionality, and an element of moral evaluation (in 
the judgment of blame). Causality attributions, on the other hand, are 
rooted in more objective decisions about what produced a negative 
behavior. Thus, past research, which emphasized causal attributions, 
may obscure differences between these groups by focusing on attributions
Disagreement Attributions
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that are only minimally susceptible to distortion. Two studies that 
examined both cause and responsibility attributions found that 
responsibility attributions were more meaningfully related to distress 
than causal attributions (Boyle, 1986; Fincham, Beach & Nelson, 1986). 
Although the Boyle study found no effect for blame, this was probably 
due to a floor effect for those judgments; few of her subjects 
attributed high levels of blame. Another study (Fincham & Bradbury, 
1987) found that causal and responsibility attributions were equally 
associated with marital distress. Fincham and Bradbury hypothesize that 
the low levels of distress in their sample contribute to this equality, 
but mild distress also characterized the Boyle sample; the equal effects 
are more likely due to an inconsistent application of these constructs. 
Because responsibility and blame attributions generally seem more open 
to the influence of relationship characteristics, and have been less 
carefully examined in the past, they are the focus of the structured 
questions of this study.
In this study, the literature on adjustment effects is expanded by 
applying it to romantic partners and friends. The only scale available 
to measure relationship adjustment in nonmarried couples is the Dyadic 
Adjustment Scale (DAS, Spanier, 1976). This scale is widely used, and 
has been found to be internally consistent (Cronbach's alpha = .96) and 
valid (Spanier, 1976). Because this scale refers to one's "mate", which 
is not appropriate for my sample, "mate" was changed to "partner". This 
same procedure has been used by Christenson, Sullaway, & King (1983) for 
the same purpose. It is predicted that the relationship between
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adjustment and attributions will follow that of previous research, that 
is, that lower levels of adjustment will predict increasing attributions 
of responsibility and blame for disagreements. It is unclear whether or 
not this relationship will hold true for all measures of responsibility 
and blame.
Closeness and Type of Relationship
One limitation of the adjustment and attribution literature is its 
almost exclusive focus on marital relationships. Moreover, researchers 
have not attempted to discriminate between marriages--all marital 
relationships have been considered equal except in regard to level of 
adjustment. Of course, there is no reason to assume that adjustment is 
the only significant dimension that affects attributions for negative 
events. Accordingly, another body of research has examined the effects 
of relationship type on attributions for negative events.
Most research on relationship type and attributions has focused on 
situational versus dispositional attributions, in an attempt to refine 
the actor-observer bias reported by Jones and Nisbett (1971). Taylor 
and Koivumaki (1976) did two studies that compared situational to 
dispositional attributions for oneself and three types of persons: an
acquaintance, a friend, and one's spouse. In one study, they found that 
dispositional attributions for hypothetical behaviors decreased as 
closeness increased over types of relationships. These findings are 
generally taken to indicate that the attributions became more favorable 
as closeness increased. In the second study Taylor and Koivumaki did 
not find a significant effect. The second study differed from the first
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in that it presented situational and dispositional attributions as two 
scales, rather than as endpoints on one; this may account for the 
difference in results.
Allen (1985) found differences in situational attributions when 
comparing self, roommate, and average same-sex freshman. Situational 
attributions were highest for roommate, then self, then other. Allen 
also found that subjects made more trait, in relation to situational, 
attributions for roommates compared to other individuals, suggesting 
that as familiarity increases so do both types of attributions.
Strength of relationship, beyond the category differences, did not 
affect these results when used as a covariate. Allen, however, did not 
use negative events for his attributions. Also, attributions varied 
across the different vignettes in his study. These two studies, although 
expanding beyond the marital relationship, still do not consider the 
closeness of subject relationships as it might affect events that 
actually occur in those relationships.
Regan, Strauss, and Fazio (1974) took a slightly different tack 
and considered liking as a dichotomous variable that they manipulated 
for two different stimulus persons, a hypothetical stranger and a real 
acquaintance. In both cases, liking was associated with more favorable 
attributions. For negative behaviors, this meant more situational 
attributions. Thus, this finding is consistent with Taylor and 
Koivumaki's (1976) results.
Another body of research studies an egocentric bias in close 
relationships (Christenson, Sullaway, & King, 1983; Ross & Sicoly, 1979;
Disagreement Attributions
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Thompson & Kelley, 1981). These studies ask spouses or dating partners 
to rate the responsibility for relationship events on a continuum that
has self at one end and partner at the other. All three studies found
that individuals made greater self-attributions regardless of the 
affective tone (positive or negative) of the event. Thus, the results 
do not indicate egocentrism, at least in the sense of external 
attributions for negative events. Surprisingly, this tendency was found 
even though subjects, in the Thompson and Kelley study, reported using 
dispositional attributions 90% of the time. Christenson, Sullaway, and 
King, though, found that the egocentric bias for negative behaviors 
decreased as length of relationship increased. Fincham & Bradbury 
(1986), in one study, found the egocentric bias for negative events 
only. This bias was associated with increasing marital satisfaction.
In a second study, though, they found the bias for both positive and
negative events, and did not find any relationship to marital 
satisfaction. Finally, Orvis, Kelley, and Butler (1976), looking at a 
primarily unmarried sample, found the same bias for two kinds of 
negative partner behaviors: criticizing the partner, and not behaving
warmly.
These studies as a whole suggest that people in close 
relationships, or in relationships with people they like, will tend to 
make more favorable attributions to their partner than people in more 
casual relationships. The effect has not been found as consistently as 
the effect for adjustment, however, and it has been considered primarily 
for the difference between situational and dispositional attributions.
Disagreement Attributions
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In these studies, the range of attributions is not the only 
limitation. The construct of closeness is limited as well. Although 
these studies look at attributions within certain kinds of close 
relationships, none examines relationship closeness empirically. There 
are, actually, few attempts in the literature to characterize just what 
a close relationship might be, but Kelley et al. (1983) have tried to 
outline some of the important dimensions.
First, Kelley et al. (1983) have drawn some conclusions about what 
close relationships are not. They are not necessarily characterized by 
high levels of affect, nor by purely positive feelings, but rather by 
interdependence. They are not dependent on certain psychological, 
attitudinal, or social conditions, as evidenced by the fact that close 
relationships exist in a variety of such situations. They do affirm, 
however, that shared norms and beliefs will both affect and be affected 
by closeness.
Still, they maintain that it is the structure of such 
relationships, and not any specific content, that characterizes them as 
close. Kelley et al. (1983) consider four properties to capture the 
structure of close relationships: frequency of interactions, duration
of interactions, diversity of interactions, and strength of 
interactions. The present study incorporated questions about these four 
properties as a measure of relationship closeness. It is predicted, 
based on past related research, that closer partners will make fewer 
attributions of responsibility and blame.
Disagreement Attributions
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Independently of this measure of relationship closeness, I also 
asked subjects to identify their relationship type--dating or 
friendship. The association between my predictor variables and 
attributions was examined within each of these categories as well as for 
the sample as a whole. Past attribution research is equivocal about the 
differences between these two types of relationship; no study has 
included both kinds. The only study that included a comparable 
comparison, between friend and spouse, found that subjects made fewer 
dispositional attributions to their spouses in one experiment, but not 
in a second (Taylor & Koivumaki, 1976). The same subjects made 
attributions for both types of relationship, and could have been making 
an implicit comparison between their spouses and their friends. There 
is no good indication in the attribution literature about how these two 
groups, examined separately, might differ.
Focal Convergence
These two subject areas, adjustment and relationship type, 
comprise virtually all of the research that has been done on how the 
characteristics of relationships affect attributions. In this study, a 
third characteristic of close relationships is also examined--the 
communication about the disagreement, or focal convergence. Are the 
partners actually arguing about the same situation? Focal convergence 
occurs when the answer to this question is "yes", when each partner's 
account of the disagreement focuses on essentially the same event or 
conflict. For instance, a situation in which one partner is upset about 
his girlfriend's inattention, but his girlfriend is upset about the way
Disagreement Attributions
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he spoke to her roommate would be described as having low focal 
convergence. When focal convergence is high, it is not necessary for 
the two views to comprise the same evaluation of the situation, only 
that the situation be similarly understood and the definition of it 
mutually accepted. In the above example, focal convergence would 
increase if the girlfriend became aware of her partner's accusation of 
inattention, but she may still deny the accusation. However, there is 
some implication in this construct that each partner accepts the other's 
position as valid and respectable.
Although focal convergence has not been studied in attribution 
research, Newman (1981) has called for research that looks at the 
difference between personal attributions and those that are communicated 
to the partner. Bradbury and Fincham (1988), too, have pointed out the 
need for an examination of the difference between private and public 
attributions, and for a closer look at how communications about events 
are sent and received. In the marital therapy literature, a related 
construct, "acceptance of other", has been defined by Guerney and his 
colleagues (1977). Acceptance of other overlaps with focal convergence 
in that it focuses on one partner's understanding and acceptance of both 
the feeling and content of the other's views. Acceptance of other 
differs from focal convergence, however, in that it refers to all 
communication within a relationship, whereas focal convergence refers 
only to communication about specific disagreements. Further, 
communication can never be contrary or argumentative to qualify as 
acceptance of other, but when rating focal convergence, it is granted
Disagreement Attributions
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that one can disagree and still understand and appreciate the view of 
one's partner.
Although these differences are central enough to distinguish the 
two constructs, research with the Acceptance of Other Scale (Guerney, 
1977) suggests that individuals in successfully functioning 
relationships, from a clinical perspective, show more acceptance of 
other in their communication. Guerney (1977) states that such empathic 
relationships will be characterized by, among other features, low levels 
of blame. It is predicted that increasing focal convergence will be 
correspondingly associated with fewer attributions of both 
responsibility and blame.
Disagreement Characteristics
The study of how relationship characteristics "bias" attributions 
has, to a degree, obscured other determinants of attributions, such as 
the nature of the event itself. Most previous studies used hypothetical 
disagreements, and so do not address situational differences, or measure 
how these might vary across partners (e.g., Fincham, Beach, & Nelson, 
1987; Kyle & Falbo, 1985). Situational effects have not been analyzed 
in the relationship literature, though, even when they have been 
measured.
With the notable exception of Orvis, Kelley, and Butler (1976), 
employing behavior checklists has been the main alternative to using 
hypothetical events. The content of subjects' responses has not been 
reported in the literature, though, when this technique has been used 
(Fincham, Beach, & Baucom, 1987; Holtzworth-Munroe & Jacobson, 1985).
Disagreement Attributions
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Fincham (1985) did provide some preliminary information about the 
problems on which his sample of married couples disagreed. These 
spouses named their two most important marital problems. Fincham found 
no differences between distressed and nondistressed spouses in the types 
of problems named, but he did find that distressed spouses rated their 
problems as more severe. Fincham did not specify his coding system for 
these problems, though, so the meaning of these conclusions is 
uncertain.
The work of Orvis, Kelley, and Butler (1976) remains the primary 
extant attempt in the literature to specify a coding system for the 
content of disagreements. In this study, subjects wrote about 
disagreements that were about the cause(s) of behavior, or attributional 
disagreements. They surveyed 41 young heterosexual couples, 36 of whom 
were unmarried. On the average, their 82 partners provided 8.4 examples 
of such disagreements, suggesting that young unmarried couples do have a 
significant number of disagreements. One of the primary analyses of 
these data was an examination of content.
They took a data-driven approach to the classification of content 
that focused on behavioral patterns (Orvis, Kelley, and Butler, 1976). 
Examples of their categories are "actor's behavior inconveniences 
others" or "actor criticizes or places demands on partner" (1976, p. 
369). Their approach was also rather specific--they originally 
constructed 52 categories from the data based on 41 couples. These were 
subsequently collapsed into 19 categories, none of which accounted for 
more than 10.8% of the disagreements. These data showed that 96.1% of
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the disagreements were about negative behaviors. In general, 
attributional processes seem to be evoked in situations of conflict of 
interest, and seem to be an integral part of interpersonal processes 
(Orvis, Kelley, & Butler, 1976). Also, they found that subjects' 
explanations tended to refer to themselves, their partners, or external 
circumstances.
These conclusions do seem to be valid principles of interpersonal 
interaction, but are considered here in a somewhat broader context than 
that covered by Orvis, Kelley, and Butler (1976). Intuitively, it does 
not seem necessary to specify that a disagreement must be about the 
causes of behavior in order to examine attributions. Given a more 
general instruction to discuss their most recent disagreement, will 
subjects make attributions? It is predicted that they will. Orvis, 
Kelley, and Butler used a three-part format that asked for the partner's 
behaviors, their own explanation, and their partner's explanation. The 
three-part format remains the same, but the emphasis has changed from a 
behavioral one to a more general one, so that subjects are simply asked 
to describe the event without any emphasis on behaviors. The current 
format encourages more expression of feelings and statements in addition 
to actions. Attributions are also solicited less directly than in their 
study by the requests for explanations to requests for "own view" and 
"partner's view". The former wording demands more of the reasons for 
certain behaviors; attributions made in response to such prompts may 
reflect demand characteristics as well as natural attributions. Even 
the amended format is probably best described, as Holtzworth-Munroe and
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Jacobson (1985) have done, as "unsolicited" attributions rather than 
truly spontaneous ones.
The content categories are limited to make more general statements 
about the effects of common situations on disagreements. The following 
four content categories reflect an interest in defining different 
interpersonal situations. The first category is personal disagreements, 
or those disagreements that are about the partners' relationship with 
each other. For instance, this includes disagreements about how much 
time they should spend alone together. The second category is 
disagreements about one individual's relationship with a third person, 
as in arguments about how one partner is dealing with his mother. The 
third category is disagreements about two different people, such as an 
argument about how one's roommate should have handled breaking up with 
her boyfriend. The fourth and final category is disagreements about 
nonpersonal topics. These are arguments about such topics as politics, 
religion, or musical tastes. Because so little is known about the 
effects of content on attributions, it is difficult to make predictions 
based on these categories, but one might hypothesize that attributions 
might be more prevalent for personal disagreements.
This study will also consider a second disagreement 
characteristic, severity. Kelley et al.'s (1983) model for the 
structure of close relationships can, with slight modification, be 
transformed into a structure defining severe disagreements. Thus, 
strength of interactions becomes intensity of the disagreement.
Frequency of interaction becomes frequency of disagreements on the same
Disagreement Attributions
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subject. Diversity of interaction becomes diversity of subjects of 
dispute. Length of interactions becomes length of the disagreement.
The four dimensions, like Kelley et al.'s appraisal of relationship 
closeness, attempt to go beyond content and describe the essential 
qualities of a severe disagreement. It is predicted that more severe 
disagreements will be associated with increasing attributions of 
responsibility and blame, as Fincham (1985) found in his examination of 
disagreement severity.
Disagreement severity, and the variables that characterize some 
aspect of relationships, are studied in respect to the most recent 
disagreement in each pair's relationship. Coded descriptions of the 
partners' disagreements and structured questions about those 
disagreements comprise the information on attributions. Real events are 
used so information on the content of the disagreements can be obtained. 
For the structured questions, independence was preserved for judgments 
about oneself and one's partner. In other words, an attribution of 
extreme responsibility to one's partner did not preclude an attribution 
of extreme responsibility to oneself, because there is evidence that 
inversely dependent scales, which set two attributional sources opposite 
to each other, are inappropriate in attribution research (Killer, Smith, 
& Uleman, 1981; Solomon, 1978). The descriptions are coded for the 
specified source of all types of attributions. This includes 
attributions to the interaction between themselves and their partners, 
as well as to each source individually. Others (Boyle, 1986; Fincham, 
1985; Newman, 1981; Newman & Langer, 1981) have found that this type of
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interpersonal attribution is important for an accurate assessment of 
attributions. Lastly, attributions to situational circumstances and 
third-parties are also included in the coding.
Relationship adjustment, relationship closeness, focal 
convergence, and disagreement severity should predict the attributions 
that partners make for the most recent disagreement in their 
relationship. Relationship type and content of disagreement, may change 
the associations between the relationship characteristics and severity, 
so these associations will also be examined within the categories of 
these variables.
In summary, this study will explore the differences in 
attributions of dating partners and friends, and test the following 
predictions:
1) Increasing adjustment will be associated with decreasing attributions 
of responsibility and blame.
2) Increasing relationship closeness will be associated with decreasing 
attributions of responsibility and blame.
3) Increasing focal convergence will be associated with decreasing 
attributions of responsibility and blame.
4) Increasing disagreement severity will be associated with increasing 
attributions of responsibility and blame.
Method
Subi ects
Subjects were 312 undergraduate students in male-female 
relationships, 130 in dating relationships and 182 in friendships.
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Written descriptions of disagreements were obtained from all subjects, 
but coded for just 200 subjects; 78 were in dating relationships, and 
122 were in friendships. The remaining written descriptions were lost 
in the process of coding. The partners in a relationship always 
participated together. The subjects were recruited through the 
Introductory Psychology courses at William and Mary, but one partner was 
not always taking psychology. Those who were received credit towards a 
research participation requirement.
The average relationship (for subjects with complete data) had 
lasted 17.81 months. Daters and friends did not differ in relationship 
length, F(l,88) = 0.12, p > .70. For daters, the mean length of 
relationship was 15.88 months (SD = 15.56), and for friends, the mean 
was 16.05 months (SD = 22.68). Relationship length also did not differ 
significantly among the three types of disagreement, those about the 
partners' own relationship (M = 17.00, SD = 21.90), those involving 
other people (M = 25.83, SD = 29.91), and those about nonpersonal topics 
(M = 13.83, SD = 15.60), F(2,88) =0.37, p > .65. The interaction 
between relationship type and content was also nonsignificant, F(2, 88)
= 1.61, p > .20. (Note: Because data for these variables are
symmetrical for males and females, the F values and descriptive 
statistics are the same for both genders.)
Measures
Relationship scale. This scale was based on Kelley et al.'s 
(1983) analysis of the four dimensions of a close relationship: 
frequency, diversity, length, and intensity of interactions. Each
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dimension was represented by a single question on a 7-point scale (see 
Appendix 1). In this format, the subject made a subjective evaluation 
of the position of his or her relationship on this scale. The subject's 
score is the sum of all four questions, with higher scores indicating 
closer relationships.
Dyadic Adjustment Scale. This scale (Spanier, 1976) consists of 
32 questions covering various facets of relationship satisfaction. For 
this study, every occurrence of the word "mate" was replaced with the 
word "partner" to accomodate friendships, and dating partners who do not 
live together (see Appendix 2). Partners who said certain issues did 
not come up in their relationship (e.g., household finances) were 
instructed to indicate some level of general agreement. Some 
noncohabiting partners did report disagreement over these areas.
Disagreement severity scale. To provide a structured description 
of the disagreement, Kelley et al.'s four dimensions of closeness (1983) 
were modified to measure severity. Thus, this 4-question scale asked 
subjects to report intensity of the disagreement, frequency of 
disagreements on this subject, diversity of debated subjects, and length 
of the disagreement. As with the relationship scale, these scores were 
reported on a 7-point scale and were subjective estimates of severity. 
The responses from the four questions were summed so that higher scores 
indicate more severe disagreements.
Attribution scale. Subjects first pinpointed the cause or causes 
of the disagreement (as a fill-in-the-blank question for their own 
reference), and then answered questions covering the dimensions of
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responsibility (foreseeability, intentionality, coercion, and 
answerability) and blame. They first answered each question for 
themselves, and then answered the same question for their partner. It
was possible to attribute absolutely no responsibility or blame to
either themselves or their partner (see Appendix 4). These questions, 
too, were on a 7-point scale. They were treated as individual dependent 
variables in the data analyses. At the end of this scale, subjects 
could make comments about the questions.
Procedure
First, the partners signed up on an availability sheet posted in
the psychology building. These sheets did not specify type of
relationship so that the type was unknown during testing; later, 
partners would have to agree on the type when completing their 
questionnaires. At the appointed time, both partners in the 
relationship came back to the psychology building, where they were 
seated in a small room, with one table, three cushioned chairs, carpet, 
and curtains. These rooms were used, and each couple interviewed by 
themselves, to emphasize their interpersonal relationship instead of 
their role as subjects (although almost certainly that role continued to 
affect their behavior). After giving informed consent, both partners 
independently completed the relationship scale and the Dyadic Adjustment 
Scale (DAS).
At this point, subjects identified their most recent disagreement. 
Partners agreed upon a particular disagreement in the presence of the 
experimenter. It is possible that through the process of jointly
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deciding on a disagreement, subjects selected disagreements that were 
less extreme and less negative, rather than the most recent one. There 
is some evidence that subjects do not do this; Madden and Janoff-Bulman 
(1981) reported that even when told explicitly that it is not necessary 
to report serious problems, subjects in their study tended to do so 
anyway. The joint selection served other, more important, purposes, 
however, that override the consideration of selective reporting. One, 
if the two partners in each couple describe and attribute for the same 
disagreement, the focal divergence between the two versions can be
assessed. The range of focal convergence, however, is also probably
limited by this process, because some mutual understanding of the 
disagreement is required during joint identification. Two, this method 
increases the uniformity of the data set, otherwise, some couples would 
have described the same disagreement while others did not. Finally, a
common disagreement for each couple lowers the error variance that is
due to situations.
As soon as a disagreement was chosen (usually only by reference 
to time or location, e.g., "Remember last Saturday night?"), the 
partners returned to independent work. Each partner described the 
disagreement, and then responded to a written request for "Your view" 
and "Your partner's view". At no time were the words attribution, 
explanation, cause, responsibility, or blame used in any form. After 
writing out the description, partners completed the disagreement 
severity scale and the attribution scale. At the end of the study, the 
subjects were told more about the study and my hypotheses, and answered
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any questions. Subjects were not allowed to look at each other's 
written responses.
Results
Coding
Two hundred descriptions of disagreements were coded by myself; 
relationship type and all answers to the structured questions were 
unavailable during coding. The system used here is related to one used 
by Drown (1986). This system is founded on a rather broad definition of 
attributional statements, much like the one developed by Stratton et al. 
(1986) for use with families. Although some authors have relied on a 
criterion of causal conjunctives when coding similar data (Holtzworth- 
Munroe & Jacobson, 1985, 1988), such a criterion necessarily limits 
coding to causality attributions. The system used here also includes 
attributions of responsibility and blame. Stratton et al. have argued 
that our knowledge is not sufficient at this time to exclude statements 
such as reasons, justifications, and explanations from attributional 
analyses. Also, Stratton et al. assert that the average person's 
assumptions about context, when they describe events, make narrow 
definitions very problematic and tend to omit important attributions 
about the event under study. Generally, criteria that take this into 
consideration will sacrifice some reliability in the quest for validity. 
The coding developed here doubtless errs in this direction.
One issue regarding the coding process needs to be addressed: the
fact that all coding was done by the experimenter. Three unsuccessful 
attempts were made to procure other raters; this is perhaps a testament
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to the difficulty of using a system like the one described. This has 
left the coded data unbalanced in some ways. For one, although other 
data was unavailable during coding, the hypotheses of the study were, of 
course, known. Further, as a female rater, it is perhaps not 
surprising, as will be evident below, that more significant results were 
found for women than for male subjects. Indeed, the very selection of 
the variables and construction of the hypotheses is surely influenced by 
my own (feminine) perspective on relationships.
These concerns can be partially answered by the results 
themselves. For one, the frequency of attributions is much like that 
found in other studies (Drown, 1986; Harvey, Yarkin, Lightner, & Town, 
1980; Holtzworth-Munroe & Jacobson, 1985, 1988; Stratton et al., 1986). 
Also, there are very few sex differences in the results of the study-- 
for only one variable, and a structured one at that, do males and 
females significantly differ. More of the models for female subjects 
achieve significance, but they are not actually different from the 
males' models. Other group differences, between relationship types and 
content categories, are similarly no more nor less in evidence for the 
coded data than for the structured. Finally, the results do not suggest 
that my knowledge of the hypotheses led to codes that would correspond 
to those hypotheses; indeed, the direction of the effects found is often 
opposite to that hypothesized. Still, the limitations inherent in the 
use of one coder should be kept in mind when considering the results.
The first rating of the descriptions was not of attributions, but 
classified the content of the disagreement. The original coding
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included four categories: personal disagreements, those concerning one
partner's relationship with a third person, those about two different 
people's relationship, or nonpersonal disagreements. Because only two 
disagreements mentioned by subjects fell into the category of "two 
different people's relationship", that category was collapsed with "one 
partner's relationship with a third person" into a single category, 
third-party disagreements. Using this three-category system, 33% of the 
100 different disagreements (100 because both partners in a couple wrote 
on the same disagreement) were personal disagreements, 24% were third- 
party disagreements, and 43% were nonpersonal disagreements.
Second, the partners' mutual knowledge of the disagreement and 
each other's perspective on the disagreement, or focal convergence, was 
rated. This rating was made on a 7-point Likert scale, and was based on 
the coder's overall impression of both partner's accounts. The score 
was the same for both partners. A high rating was given when the 
accounts met two criteria. First, and most importantly, the points of 
contention had to be the same in both descriptions. For the highest 
rating, all issues raised by one partner would have to be addressed by 
the other, and vice versa. Second, both partners had to show respect 
for the other's position. Most commonly, this had a negative 
definition: The absence of insulting or disparaging remarks aimed at
the partner. This rating, too, was fairly straightforward.
The final task was coding the unsolicited attributions in each 
partner's account of the disagreement. Each sentence was first judged 
to be an attribution (of any type) or not. If it was an attribution, it
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was further coded as specifying self, partner, the situation, another 
person, or the interaction between the two partners. In these 
descriptions, both affirmative (e.g., "I was completely responsible for 
the disagreement”) and negative comments (e.g., "It wasn't my fault.") 
were considered attributions. This final rating may best be considered 
an indication of the partners' search for and concern about an 
explanation for the disagreement, and each individual's role In the 
disagreement. The overall frequencies for each of these categories will 
be reported later. Although more precision would be informative, two 
obstacles kept these codings to the general level employed here. One, 
most comments are not attributions or explanations, they are affective, 
descriptive of the disagreement, or an update of the situation ("We made 
up."). More precise categories would mean more categories, and these 
categories would not occur often enough, especially within one 
individual's account, to analyze statistically.
The second, more serious, obstacle is the sheer difficulty of 
coding. Attribution theory encompasses situations in which an 
"objective" observer judges a stranger, and the theory has been refined 
so that its logic is internally consistent. The disagreements described 
in this study do not possess these qualities. The source of the 
disagreement is often that one partner thinks one thing, and the other 
another. When does an explanation of how two points of view conflict 
become an attribution to oneself or one's partner? The line is thin 
between simply stating both views and suggesting that one view is 
responsible for (or the cause of, etc.) the disagreement. Extreme
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accounts are easy to rate, but many accounts are not blatantly 
accusatory.
The free format allowed subjects to report the disagreement any 
way they chose. Many subjects elected to tell their partner's view by 
quoting their partner. For example, a female described herself when 
stating her male partner's view that, "She needs to give more to the 
relationship. She's selfish." Was she making a characterological 
attribution to herself for this disagreement about her emotional 
investment in the relationship? Because she did not preface the quote
with any reference (not even, "He said, ____"), one can only guess at
her opinion. These comments were rated as attributions to herself, but 
probably only reflect the presence of the issue of her selfishness and 
her concern about that attribution.
The coder, or any reader, of these descriptions will inevitably 
inject his or her own evaluations. One partner, apparently trying to 
remove some personal responsibility for the disagreement, stated, "I 
blame it on my Id." Yet this was coded as an attribution to his entire 
person. This last quote is a good example of how much variability and 
subtle nuances may fall under the heading "attribution".
Responses to the Task of Describing a Disagreement
Males made an average of 9.04 comments, or sentences, in their 
descriptions of the disagreements. Females made slightly fewer 
comments, with a mean of 8.80 comments. In these descriptions, males 
made an average of 3.85 attributions, while females made an average of 
3.78 attributions. The average proportion of attributional statements
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per description was 42.5% for the males, and 42.9% for the females. 
These percentages are comparable to those obtained by other researchers 
(Drown, 1986; Harvey, Yarkin, Lightner, & Town, 1980; Holtzworth-Munroe 
& Jacobson, 1985; Stratton et al., 1986). Subsequent analyses of 
responses to the task are done separately for males and females to 
maintain the independence of the data.
The first of these analyses, one-way (Relationship Type) analyses 
of variance (ANOVAS), revealed that dating partners and friends 
responded differently to the task of providing descriptions. For both 
males and females, type of relationship is associated with differences 
in both the average number of comments and the average number of 
attributions. The means for these variables can be found in Table 1.
In all cases, dating partners had more to say.
Insert Table 1 about here
For females, F(l, 98) = 19.95, p < .0001 for number of comments, and for 
number of attributions, F(l, 98) = 15.64, p < .0001. For males, F(l,
98) = 13.17, p < .001 for number of comments, and for number of 
attributions, F(l, 98) = 17.15, p < .0001.
Next, one-way (Disagreement Content) ANOVAS showed that the number 
of comments did not vary with the content of the disagreement, but the 
number of attributions did for males. The mean number of these 
variables according to content, for both males and females, can be found 
in Table 2.
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Insert Table 2 about here
For females, there were no differences based on content of the 
disagreement, F(2, 97) = 1.36, £ > .25 for number of comments, and F(2, 
97) =0.52, £ > .55 for attributions. For males, the content of the 
disagreement did not affect the number of comments, F(2, 97) = 2.58, £ > 
.05. The number of attributions did change according to content, 
however; F(2, 97) = 5.44, £ < .01. Post hoc orthogonal analyses 
revealed that males made more attributions for personal disagreements, 
F(l, 97) =9.45, £ < .01, but that third-party and nonpersonal 
disagreements did not differ from each other, F(l, 97) = 0.44, £ > .50.
Whether one considers data from females or from males, the meaning 
of the attributional task is different for dating partners as compared 
to friends. Dating partners seem to believe that more description and 
explanation are needed to characterize adequately a disagreement. 
Curiously, the difference in response does not seem to be related to the 
content of the disagreement, at least for females. Content did not 
distinguish females' response to the task. For males, though, 
descriptions of personal disagreements tended to have more attributions 
in them.
Attribution Questions
The data for the 200 partners for which there were coded 
attributions were analyzed by a series of multiple regressions. Each 
attribution question served as a dependent variable, and the four
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descriptive variables, relationship closeness, disagreement severity, 
relationship adjustment, and focal convergence, as the predictor 
variables. First, though, correlational analyses of the two new 
indexes, relationship closeness and disagreement severity, were done to 
evaluate the degree to which the new scales measure facets of one 
concept.
Intercorrelations of relationship scale items. The dimensions of 
the relationship scale have moderate intercorrelations, ranging from .51 
to .64 for males, and from .46 to .65 for females (all p < .0001). This 
suggests that Kelley's dimensions (1983) are related but distinct. The 
correlational matrix for the dimensions of relationship closeness, 
separately for males and females, is in Table 3.
Insert Table 3 about here
Intercorrelations of disagreement severity scale items. For 
disagreement severity, intercorrelations among the four dimensions range 
from .26 to .55 for males and .24 to .68 for females (all p < .001). 
These correlations are also all significant and positive. The 
disagreement severity scale does seem to be measuring varying but 
related aspects of disagreement severity. The intercorrelations of the 
disagreement severity dimensions can be found in Table 4 for females and 
males.
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Insert Table 4 about here
Intercorrelations among predictor variables. The DAS has 
established validity (e.g., Spanier, 1976) and the focal convergence 
variable consists of just one score. Conceptually, each predictor taps 
different areas of relationships, and the intercorrelations among the 
four predictor variables generally supports distinguishing between them. 
The intercorrelations among the four variables are generally lower than 
those within the relationship and disagreement severity scales, and most 
are not significant. Thus, the four predictor variables appear to show 
adequate discriminant validity. There is a significant correlation 
between the DAS and the closeness scale and between the DAS and the 
disagreement severity scale. Overall, though, the correlations support 
using all four of the predictor variables. The intercorrelations of the 
predictor variables can be found in Table 5, and the mean values for 
each variable can be found in Table 6.
Insert Tables 5 and 6 about here
Regression Analyses
Multiple regression uses all of the variance in both the dependent 
and predictor variables, and was used here because these predictor 
variables have approximately normal, not bimodal, distributions. In all 
analyses, a backwards stepwise regression was used. This backward
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stepwise regression started with the requirement that the full model, 
with all four predictor variables, be significant at the p < .03 level. 
When this was true, the attempt was then made to find a smaller model 
(i.e., one that contained fewer predictor variables) that did not 
significantly differ from the full model. The final models reported 
here meet one other criterion: they were significant at the p < .05
level.
Gender Differences in Equations
Males and females seemed to respond to the task of providing 
descriptions similarly. Their responses to the structured attribution 
questions can be found in Tables 7 and 8, and their means for coded 
attributions are in Tables 9.
Insert Tables 7 through 9 about here
Further analyses indicate that the predictor variables were related to 
attributions in much the same way for males and females. Gender 
differences were examined using a one-way, between-groups ANOVA of the 
regression equations. Although this test cannot meet the assumption of 
independent data in this sample, some test of the similarity of the 
males' and females' data seemed desirable. The results of these 
analyses should be interpreted cautiously, however. These tests 
revealed that the pattern of the four predictor variables was different 
for only one variable, own-foreseeability, F(4, 190) = 3.62, p < .01. 
The predictors has a stronger relationship to own-foreseeability for
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females than for males. For own-answerability and self-blame, j> > .05, 
and for all other variables, p > *25. These analyses suggest that males 
and females vary little in the ways that closeness, severity, 
adjustment, and focal convergence affect attributions.
Because data within a couple are not independent, further results 
are reported separately for males and females. It is important to keep 
in mind, though, that simply because one model is reported as 
significant for women, and not for men (or vice versa) does not imply 
that males and females are different. The only model for which that 
implication is true is own-foreseeability.
Relationship Differences
In addition to gender, there are two other categorical variables 
in this study, type of relationship and content of disagreement. Both 
of these are between-subjects variables with two levels. Separate one­
way ANOVAS were performed to look for differences in regression slopes 
as a function of either of these variables; these were done separately 
for the two variables because the cells for interaction analyses were so 
small. When the slopes differed significantly, the groups were treated 
separately in subsequent regression analyses; the regression equations 
themselves will be discussed below. It should be noted that it is 
possible for two slopes to be significantly different from each other, 
but for neither model to be a significant predictor of the attribution 
in question.
Amongst males, this process revealed a single model that differed 
between dating partners and friends: the prediction of coded self-
Disagreement Attributions
35
attributions, F(4, 90) = 2.90, p < .05. The slope for dating partners 
was steeper than for friends (neither, however, achieved significance). 
For all other tests comparing the equations of dating partners and 
friends, p > .15. Thus, only the prediction of self-attributions was 
considered separately for dating males and male friends.
For females, analyses testing for differences in slopes revealed 
that the prediction of self-blame, external attributions, and number of 
comments differed between dating partners and friends. For self-blame, 
F(4, 89) = 3.02, p < .05, for external attributions, F(4, 90) = 2.68, p 
< .05, and for number of comments, F(4, 90) = 3.15, p < .05. The 
predictors, in the full model, were more strongly associated with levels 
of self-blame and number of comments for dating females than for female 
friends, but the pattern was reversed for external attributions. For 
all other tests of the difference between dating partners and friends, p 
> .10, except for the equations for partner attributions, for which p > 
.05. Overall, dating partners and friends showed similar patterns in 
these data. It is noteworthy, though, that two of the four differences 
found were for self-attributions.
Content Differences
There was one model, for male subjects, that varied by content: 
structured attributions of their partner's answerability; F(8, 85) = 
2.27, p < .05. Post-hoc orthogonal contrasts compared the slope for 
nonpersonal disagreements to that for third-party disagreements, and the 
slope for the two of these together against the slope for personal 
disagreements. Neither of these tests proved to be significant, F(4,
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85) = 1.90, p > .10, and F(4, 85) =0.13, p > .95; it might be noted, 
though, that the predictors accounted for the greatest amount of 
variance in personal disagreements. For the remaining tests of 
differences due to content, p > .15. The prediction of self-blame 
differed as a function of content categories for females, F(8, 84) = 
2.17, p < .05. The same post-hoc contrasts were performed on these 
data, revealing that the slope for personal disagreements differed 
significantly from the other two, F(4, 84) = 2.84 , E < .01, but that the 
slope for nonpersonal and third-party disagreements did not differ from 
each other, F(4, 84) =1.45, p > .15. None of these three models 
achieved significance, however. Other variables did not differ 
according to content in the sample of females: p > .05 for own- 
answerability and coded other attributions, and p > .15 for the 
remaining variables. For the most part, the above analyses indicate no 
differences in the slopes by content.
Structured Self-attributions
Structured attribution ratings, unlike those for coded 
attributions, reflect the degree of responsibility or blame assigned, 
not just the extent of discussion. None of the structured self­
attributions could be predicted for males. Two of the four levels of 
responsibility could be predicted for all females. For females' self- 
blame, two different models were considered: one for dating females,
and one for female friends. The former achieved significance. See 
Table 10 for the regression equations for the structured self- 
attributions.
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Insert Table 10 about here
Increasing disagreement severity predicted, as hypothesized, 
increasing ratings of females' own-foreseeability. This model was 
significantly different from the model for males. With increasing 
adjustment scores, severity also predicted an increase in females' 
ratings of their own-answerability, suggesting that severe disagreements 
are either ones for which either partner could "see it coming", or ones 
for which the females considered themselves more responsible for the 
disagreement. The relationship of disagreement severity to 
foreseeability is the only relationship between a predictor variable and 
any of the lower levels of responsibility: foreseeability, intention,
and coercion.
Adjustment, as measured by the DAS, begins to be a factor when the 
females consider their own-answerability, the final level of 
responsibility attributions. Contrary to hypothesis, though, increasing 
self-answerability is associated with better adjustment. In contrast, 
lower adjustment, with increasing focal convergence, predicted more 
self-blame for dating females. Both effects are in the predicted 
direction; adjustment was the better predictor of the two.
In sum, closeness, contrary to prediction, was unable to predict 
any of the structured self-attributions. Adjustment was able to predict 
a single responsibility attribution, females' own-answerability, but the 
positive relationship is the opposite of that predicted. Adjustment
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could also predict self-blame for dating females. This pattern was in 
the predicted direction: less adjustment predicted more self-blame.
Disagreement severity was able to predict two self-attributions of 
responsibility for females; each time, increasing severity increased the 
strength of the attribution, as predicted.
Structured Partner Attributions
Females' structured attributions to their partners could be 
predicted for one variable, partner-foreseeability. This model 
parallels the one found for own-foreseeability: more severity predicted
more partner-foreseeability. This and other equations for structured 
partner attributions can be found in Table 11.
Insert Table 11 about here
Males' structured attributions to their partners could be predicted for
one variable, partner-answerability. This variable differed by content
category; only the equation for personal disagreements was significant.
Less close relationships and more disagreement severity predicted more
assignment of answerability to their partner for this type of
disagreement. This is consistent with hypotheses; note that this model
o
achieved the highest R of the study, .37.
In conclusion, neither adjustment nor focal convergence could 
predict any of the structured partner attributions. Closeness could 
predict only one: partner-answerability for males' personal
disagreements increased as closeness decreased, as hypothesized.
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Increasing severity was associated with an increase in two types of 
partner attributions, females' partner-foreseeability and males' 
partner-answerability for personal disagreements. These results, too, 
are consistent with hypothesis.
Overall, the data for the structured attributions suggest that 
severity is the best predictor of both self and partner attributions.
The pattern for adjustment is mixed: the direction of the association 
changed, although adjustment seemed to be a better predictor of self- 
attributions. Neither closeness nor focal convergence appear to be good 
predictors of structured attributions, which, again, measure differences 
in the strength of the attributions.
Coded Attributions
The descriptions were coded so that the source of the attribution 
was identified: one's self, one's partner, the interaction of the two,
the situation or circumstance, or other individuals. The latter two 
(both of which occur very infrequently) were also considered in the 
analyses as one category, external attributions. Finally, both the 
total number of attributions and the total number of comments in the 
descriptions were considered.
The regression analyses of coded partner attributions were 
significant for both males and females. In both cases, increasing 
closeness predicted an increase in partner attributions, contrary to 
prediction. See Tables 12 and 13 for the regression equations for the 
models of coded attributions.
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Insert Tables 12 and 13 about here
The descriptions reveal how these patterns are expressed in actual
persons and situations. One dating male exemplifies this focus on the
partner's role in the disagreement. This subject's closeness score,
25/28, places him in the 90th percentile.
On several occasions Rebecca has become silent and petulent 
[sic] for no apparent reason. If she is coerced she will 
say that I have cut her off in the middle of something she 
was trying to say. In general . . . things return to a 
semi-normal state. By this I mean that Rebecca will subtly 
sulk and try to induce as much guilt as possible for the 
next hour or so without being overt about it. Rebecca has a 
difficult time expressing herself verbally . . . When she
says this [cutting her off] has happened I always apologize 
profusely for having done so regardless of whether I feel 
that I could have foreseen the mistake. Rebecca usually 
blows up at this point saying that I'm apologizing too much 
. . . I feel that she becomes far too angry over something
small, too hurt over an unconscious slight, and holds a
grudge far too long over the event.
"Rebecca" makes attributions back to him in her account of their
disagreement (she scored 24/28 on closeness, the 89th percentile):
I tried to tell him about a particular problem I was having 
with a friend of mine, "Ellen". "Ellen" sometimes starts to 
kind of crowd me. . . .  He immediately got worried and 
started asking whether he crowded or clung to me too much.
As soon as he was sufficiently sure he wasn't doing this, he 
just sort of dropped the subject and went back to the game.
. . . This has happened before. I think he should be a
little more ready to listen. He knows I often have trouble 
talking about things that are important to me and when I'm 
cut off and dropped it's next to impossible to start again.
. . . He doesn't think he's dropping the subject or changing
it, he feels he's simply joining in a conversation. . . .
He doesn't mean to hurt me. I just misunderstand him and he
misunderstands me, and he's very forgetful and absent- 
minded.
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A greater number of interaction attributions could be predicted, 
for males, by decreasing focal convergence, as predicted. Males who are 
not accepting of their partner's positions may be aware that acceptance 
is part of the problem, and so attribute the occurrence of disagreements 
to the interaction between themselves and their partners. Such 
attributions often refer to the communication between the partners. One 
dating male characterizes these types of disagreements. The focal 
convergence score for this couple, 4/7, places them in the 14th 
percentile.
Our most recent disagreement concerned a misunderstanding 
about each other and particularly each other's actions. I 
took certain things that she said as meaning something else.
For example, she would say that she had little free time 
because of her studies and that she had to "section" her 
time. I felt that I was being "sectioned" into her life. .
. . One issue that we were making a big deal of was sex. I
feel sex is a natural part of a relationship and that two 
people who love each other should make love. She does not.
She feels that marriage is a prerequisite for sex. The 
physical aspect of our relationship is very small, but I 
love her and I respect her feelings.
His partner viewed the situation somewhat differently:
We disagreed about the importance of the physical side of 
our relationship. He was placing a lot of emphasis on the 
physical aspects, whereas I was placing more emphasis on the 
emotional aspects . . . .  He finally did agree that he was 
placing unfair pressure on me. . . . There were other little
things in this argument ( like he was telling a friend of 
mine what was wrong instead of coming to me), but the 
physical one was the one we really disagreed about.
The disagreements, like this one, in which low focal convergence is
accompanied by more interaction attributions, suggest that communication
and a similarity in perspectives are important in relationships.
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External attributions could be predicted by decreasing focal
convergence for female friends. This pattern can be exemplified by a
pair of descriptions provided by two friends. Their focal convergence
score, 1/7, places them in the 1st percentile (note: the boyfriend in
the description is not the girl's partner):
I was upset with the way the guy I am dating was behaving.
He left town for Valentine's Day and didn't remember the 
holiday. . . .  I was seriously considering terminating the 
relationship because I wanted more than what he was willing 
to give me. However, though this wasn't the first time he'd
disappointed me, there were some good times, too. I was mad
at myself for getting emotionally involved enough to let him
give me stress. [My friend's] view was that I was
expecting too much from my dating partner and I should be 
willing to cut him some slack.
Her friend described the same situation in the following way:
Laura always has the terrible problem of choosing one of 
about six guys to go out with on any given night. She often 
comes to me for my opinion on what she should do and this is 
the major point over which we disagree. She has been going 
out pretty regularly with one guy for about 4 months. In my 
opinion she should continue to go out with him only if she 
is having fun at that time. I.e., if she had a bad time 
with Jim last night and doesn't want to see Jim again 
tonight, but Neil asks her out and she knows she will have a 
good time with him, then go out with Neil. . . .  I believe
that she wants the comfort of having Jim there, but at the
same time wants to go out with other people.
Also, the total number of unsolicited attributions could be
predicted for both males and females. For males, both increasing
relationship closeness and increasing disagreement severity predicted
the total number of unsolicited attributions. For females, increasing
closeness alone predicted an increase in attributions. It seems likely
that those in particularly close relationships may be more interested in
examining disagreements more carefully than those in more casual
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relationships. The following disagreement provides an example of how a 
dating female made many self, partner, and external attributions, even 
for a nonpersonal disagreement. Her closeness score was the highest in 
the study, 28/28 (99th percentile); she also made the most external 
attributions:
This is incredibly stupid, but here goes: We went bowling
with 6 other people. I hate bowling because I've only gone 
2 times so I'm not very good at it. . . . The second game I
did much better at the beginning, only problem was that we 
were bowling at the same time so he couldn't help me. I . .
. tried to get Don to help but he was busy. I got mad, he 
knew I was angry, and on the way out I snapped at him. . . .
I was feeling neglected . . . .  He was doing so well and 
having such a good time with his friends, that even when I 
asked for his help he only patted me on the head. . . . Don
had a lot on his hands, most of the rest of the group were 
very drunk, Don had to keep score. He couldn't help me 'cuz 
he had to bowl then, and the rest of the time he was busy .
Finally, the number of female's comments could be predicted for 
both dating relationships and friendships. For dating females, lower 
adjustment predicted more comments. For female friends, lower 
convergence predicted more comments. Low adjustment may be a more 
serious problem, and thus spur a more thorough account of disagreements, 
for dating couples, whereas low convergence and acceptance is more 
serious in friendships.
The other coded attributions could not be predicted: self,
situational, other, and external attributions, as well as number of 
comments for males, and self, situational, other, and interaction 
attributions for females.
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In sum, the prediction that increasing focal convergence would be 
associated with decreasing attributions was supported for males' 
interaction attributions; focal convergence was also inversely related 
to external attributions and number of comments for female friends. The 
prediction that decreasing adjustment would predict increasing 
attributions was not supported for any coded attributions, but 
decreasing adjustment did increase the number of comments of dating 
females. Increasing disagreement severity, as hypothesized, was 
associated with an increase in coded attributions, but only for the 
males' total number. Finally, the number of attributions to their 
partners and the total number of attributions could be predicted by 
increasing relationship closeness for both males and females, contrary 
to prediction. Thus, in contrast to the structured attributions (for 
the 200 partners with complete coded data), closeness and focal 
convergence seem to be the best predictors of coded attributions. 
Proportional Analyses
The number of attributions, and the number of comments, varied 
across subjects. The number of specific types of attributions can be 
considered as a proportion of the total number of attributions, or as a 
proportion of the total number of comments. It is possible that the 
percent of attributions made has a stronger association to relationship 
and disagreement characteristics than do the raw numbers. The data in 
this study do not support this possibility. After performing arcsine 
transformations to correct for the nonnormality of proportional data 
(Winer, 1971), there were no significant results for the type of
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attribution considered proportionate to the total number of 
attributions. There were two significant models when the attributions 
were considered proportionate to the number of comments; these can be 
found in Table 14.
Insert Table 14 about here
The total number of attributions was predicted by lower focal 
convergence for females, and external attributions were predicted by 
lower focal convergence for female friends. Generally, though, it is 
not the percent of comments that were attributions, but how many 
attributions were made at all, that showed associations to the 
relationship and disagreement variables.
Subject Feedback
Some of these results should be tempered by an appreciation of the 
subjects' feedback. Although they could ask questions during the 
experiment, 10% of the subjects (31/312) wrote that they found^the word 
"answerable" confusing. A few (3%, or 10/312) found "coerced" 
confusing, and a few (2%, or 6/312) found "intend" so. The distinction 
between answerability and blame was a problem for some (2%, or 7/312). 
The application of attribution questions to their own disagreement was 
problematical for 6% (19/312). No other comment occurred at least 1% of 
the time (3 or more occurrences). Because these subjects were not 
required to comment on the questions, these percentages probably
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underestimate the difficulty subjects had with the terms. This may have 
confounded the results for the structured attribution questions.
Discussion
Coding
Although the coding was difficult, it does generally seem to have 
been successful. One indication of this is that the percent of 
attributional statements per description roughly approximates that found 
by other studies. Recently, Holtzworth-Munroe & Jacobson (1988) found 
an average of 3.17 attributions in discussions of both positive and 
negative events. They do not provide the mean for negative events alone 
in that paper, but it is likely to be slightly higher, as they found in 
an earlier study (Holtzworth-Munroe & Jacobson, 1985). Even considering 
both types of events, their average is quite close to the average found 
in this study (3.85 for males, 3.78 for females). Earlier, these same 
authors found comparable proportions to those in this study. They 
reported 44.8% attributional statements for negative events, compared to 
42.5% for males, and 42.9% for females, in this study (Holtzworth-Munroe 
& Jacobson, 1985). These rates are approximately the same as those 
reported for descriptions of other interpersonal events as well (Drown, 
1986; Harvey, Yarkin, Lightner, & Town, 1980; Stratton et al., 1986). 
Others have also found comparable rates between criteria using broad 
definitions and those limited to only causal attributions (Stratton et 
al., 1986). Further, some of the patterns found in the coded data were 
comparable to those for the structured data. The between-groups 
analyses of coded data, by gender, relationship type, and content,
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showed few differences as a function of any groups differences for 
either type of attribution.
Relationship Adjustment
The significant results for relationship adjustment are partly in 
agreement with past research (e.g., Fincham, 1985; Madden & Janoff- 
Bulman, 1981). For dating females. the significant models relate lower 
levels of adjustment with more self-blame and longer stories. This is 
consistent with past findings from marital studies, but the other 
significant finding is in the opposite direction. For the entire group 
of females, increasing ratings of their own-answerability are associated 
with higher levels of adjustment. This pattern may be analogous to that 
postulated by Janoff-Bulman and Wortman (Bulman & Wortman, 1977; Janoff- 
Bulman, 1979). They assert that behavioral self-blame enhances control 
and adjustment of accident and rape victims, whereas characterological 
self-blame interferes with successful coping. Answerability is an 
attribution at the highest level of responsibility for an action, but 
that still stops short of a negative personal judgment; this construct 
seems similar to behavioral self-blame, and may be similarly positively 
related to good adjustment, while "true" self-blame is negatively 
related to adjustment.
This finding may also be an instance of taking responsibility for 
the maintenance of the relationship, which has been shown to include 
taking the responsibility to resolve and avoid conflicts (Madden &
Janoff-Bulman, 1981). If this is so, then other findings indicating that 
battered women tend to take responsibility and blame for negative,
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violent events (e.g., Frieze, 1979; Walker, 1979) may not be a sign of 
pathology, but part of a more general social phenomenon in this society. 
In the present study, self-attributions were independent of partner 
attributions, and partner attributions generally exceeded self- 
attributions. Other findings likewise show that although women may 
place blame or responsibility on themselves, they often place more on 
the man for violent incidents (Drown, 1986; Frieze, 1979). Certainly, 
these findings underscore the importance of examining patterns in 
typical relationships before conclusions are drawn about specific 
subgroups. Equally importantly, the analyses show that this pattern is 
not significantly different than the one shown by men, and thus 
underscores the importance of examining patterns in both genders before 
drawing conclusions about one, as much of the literature on spouse abuse 
does (e.g., Drown, 1986; Walker, 1979).
The findings regarding relationship adjustment are inconsistent 
with past research in another way. In this study, these were the only 
three attributional variables that could be predicted by the DAS. Most 
studies, although using far fewer attributional variables, have 
nonetheless found adjustment, or distress, to be related to many of 
those measured. Three reasons may be able to account for the present 
results. This may be due to the incomparability of responsibility and 
blame measures to causality measures, which have been studied more 
frequently. This is unlikely, however, as two studies that did measure 
both types found responsibility attributions to be more closely related 
to distress than causality attributions (Boyle, 1986; Fincham, 1985).
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Alternatively, it may be due in part to the inappropriateness of the DAS 
for a college sample of noncohabiting dating couples and friends. Some 
items refer to topics, such as household chores, that are irrelevant for 
most interactions in this population. These issues suggest there is a 
need for a scale that can be better applied to a broad range of 
relationships. Finally, the fact that two of these three models are 
predicting attributions for dating females suggests that the effects of 
adjustment are more important for dating partners than for friends. In 
this respect, dating partners may be more like married couples than they 
are like friends.
Disagreement Severity
All significant models correspond to the prediction that 
increasing disagreement severity is associated with increasing 
attributions of responsibility and blame. Several patterns seem to 
emerge from these models. For one, severity seems to predict structured 
attributions well. Disagreement severity was relevant for the earliest 
level of responsibility--one's own and partner's foreseeability--amongst 
females. In other words, the females' ratings of severity increased 
when they "could see it coming". The model for own-foreseeability was 
the only one in the study that differed between males and females. 
Disagreement severity was the only variable that could predict this 
component of responsibility. Interestingly, disagreement severity was 
relevant as well for the highest level of responsibility, when females 
were judging their own-answerability and when males were judging their 
partner's. The latter effect held for personal disagreements only.
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Increasing severity was also associated with one coded attribution: an
increase in the total number of males' attributions. The study of 
disagreement severity in relation to attributions seems to be a 
worthwhile avenue to pursue, especially when considering differences in 
the strength of attributions, as the structured variables do.
Focal Convergence
Decreasing focal convergence was associated with increasing 
attributions of responsibility and blame as predicted, with one notable 
exception. The models that followed the predicted pattern were all for 
coded attributions. When considering the raw (nonproportional) number 
of attributions, three variables could be predicted: interaction
attributions for males, external attributions for female friends, and 
number of comments for female friends. Interaction attributions seem to 
be a natural result when less focal convergence exists; such 
attributions often refer to the communication between the partners.
Yet, these results seems contrary to Newman and Langer's (1981) finding 
that women's interaction attributions about divorce were associated with 
positive characteristics, including happiness, good social skills, and 
optimism. Newman and Langer, however, were measuring primarily 
intrapersonal, not relationship, variables in a different population 
(divorced women). It is interesting, though, that the pattern in this 
study is still rather different from their finding.
More comments in the female friends' descriptions were associated 
with lower focal convergence. Less focal convergence may be indicative 
of a less settled state of affairs and this group is expressing their
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need to describe more about such disagreements. For female friends, 
this less settled state may refer to the involve of other individuals or 
external circumstances. Focal convergence, like relationship 
adjustment, reveals other noteworthy differences between dating females 
and female friends. One other variable that was predicted by focal 
convergence differed between dating females and female friends: self-
blame. This time, more focal convergence predicted more self-blame for 
dating females. If a female has the same understanding of a 
disagreement as her partner, she is more likely to blame herself. This 
finding does correspond to similar studies of battered wives (Frieze, 
1979; Shields & Hanneke, 1983). Similar roles were identified by Madden 
and Janoff-Bulman (1981). Women seem willing to take on the role of 
peace-maker in a relationship, even if it means evaluating themselves 
negatively. The results of this study suggest that this may be one 
important way that dating relationships are like marital relationships 
and unlike friendships.
Focal convergence, too, was the only predictor variable in the two 
significant models of proportional attribution variables. When 
considered in proportion to the total number of comments, less focal 
convergence predicted an increasing number of attributions for females 
and an increase in external attributions for female friends. These 
models may also reflect the need to explain more because one's view is 
less well understood.
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Relationship Closeness
It was predicted that increasing relationship closeness would be 
associated with decreasing attributions of responsibility and blame.
Past literature, although not definite, suggested that closer 
relationships would make one more likely to view one's partners actions 
favorably (Regan, Strauss, & Fazio, 1974; Taylor & Koivumaki, 1976).
The consistent refutation of this prediction may be the most important 
result of this study. Apparently, there is no analog between 
relationship closeness and the tendency to make more situational 
attributions (e.g., Taylor & Koivumaki, 1976), nor more egocentric ones 
(e.g., Christenson, Sullaway, & King, 1983) in close relationships. It 
is probably true that it just is not worth the trouble to explain a 
disagreement between you and someone you are not close to. In contrast 
to Wong and Weiner's (1981) suggestion that people attribute for new and 
surprising events, this study suggests that people examine events that 
occur in interactions that are familiar.
Relationship closeness was the most common variable in significant 
models for male subjects. When only personal disagreements were 
considered, their partners' answerability could be predicted by less 
closeness, the only result that is in the predicted direction. 
Disagreement severity is also a part of this model. For two coded 
variables, attributions to partner and the total number, more closeness 
predicted more attributions. These patterns were also found for 
females. In general, a close relationship seems to fire the need to 
describe, explain, and label.
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Interrelationships of Predictor Variables
There are clearly some patterns between single predictor variables 
and attributions. Because this is the first study that concurrently 
examines these predictor variables, the interrelationships among them 
deserve some examination as well. The most readily apparent conclusion 
is the infrequency of models that do include more than one predictor 
variable. Of the fifteen significant models, only four contained two 
predictor variables. This is in part due to the use of backwards-step 
regression. All significant predictors are not included in a model, 
only enough so that the reduced model does not differ from the full one.
Disagreement severity is present in three of these models, each 
time with a positive sign. Apparently, increasing severity can combine 
with other factors to increase attributions. Two of these three models 
with disagreement severity also include relationship closeness, but 
relationship closeness has a positive sign in one and a negative sign in 
the other, so it is difficult to draw firm conclusions. Nonetheless, 
although the sign of closeness changes between them, relationship 
closeness and disagreement severity are the predictor variables in the 
only two multi-variable models for males.
The Levels of Responsibility and Blame
In the structured data, certain attributions emerged as more 
dependent on relationship and disagreement characteristics than others. 
Disagreement severity predicted females' ratings of their own and their 
partners' foreseeability, but this level of responsibility could not be 
predicted by any relationship characteristics. Both own-answerability
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(for females) and partner-answerability (for males) were affected by 
relationship and disagreement characteristics. For males, their 
partners' answerability for personal disagreements was the only 
structured variable that was significantly associated with any predictor 
variables. Finally, self-blame could be predicted for dating women 
only. Intentionality and coercion could never be predicted in this 
study. Coercion, or the use of force, may not be relevant for 
disagreements, which are primarily voluntary acts. Intentionality may 
also not apply to disagreements, but it seems less clear why this would 
be so.
Sources of Attributions
The predictor variables of this study also affected the naming of 
certain sources of attributions more than others in the coded data. For 
males, partner, interaction, and the total number of attributions were 
all influenced. Self, situational, other, and external attributions 
were not, nor were the number of comments. For females, partner, 
external, the total number of attributions, and the total number of 
comments could all be predicted. Self, situational, other, and 
interaction attributions could not be. For females, the absence of 
self-attributions seems odd because their structured ratings of their 
own-foreseeability, answerability, and blame were related to the 
predictor variables. This may be because the coded attributions refer 
to the number of attributions, whereas the structured measure their 
strength. Also, the coded data include causal attributions and denials 
of cause, responsibility, or blame, which were not addressed by the
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structured questions. These attributions may be more evenly distributed 
for women, without regard to other factors.
Within the coding, there appears to be a comparable emphasis by 
both males and females on partner attributions, and on the total number. 
This pattern is inconsistent with other in this study data that suggest 
that at least some females, especially dating females, will blame 
themselves in order to help maintain the relationship. Again, this may 
be due to the increased specificity of the structured questions, both by 
not including causal attributions and also by not including defenses of 
the subjects' positions. However, it does suggest that the emphasis of 
past research on partner attributions is well-placed (Fincham, 1985; 
Madden & Janoff-Bulman, 1981). This inconsistency in results is worth 
further study to determine whether it is a difference in type of 
relationship, specificity, or some combination of these and other 
factors.
Gender Differences
In general, these data suggest that the relationships between the 
predictor variables and attributions are the same for men and women.
When considering gender differences, though, it is important to remember 
that these data are not independent from each other, and so may be more 
similar than would be the case in completely independent samples. In 
the descriptions, the number of both total attributions and total 
comments is remarkably similar for men and women. The similarity 
between the men's and women's data is found again in analyses that
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indicate that the predictor variables relate to attributions in the same 
patterns for every variable save own-foreseeability.
Content Differences
Partners in different kinds of disagreements approached the 
description task differently for males, but not for females. Males in 
personal disagreements made more attributions than males in other types 
of disagreements. They did not vary in number of comments. Females 
made both the same number of comments and the same number of 
attributions no matter what kind of disagreement they were in. Males 
seem to attribute when they believe that certain situations warrant it, 
whereas females process and explain all disagreements fairly equally.
There were two variables for which the regression equations 
differed as a function of content: partner-answerability for males and
self-blame for females. Only one of the six models (two variables 
predicted for each of three content categories) for these variables 
achieved significance: males attributed more answerability to their
partners for personal disagreements. In general, this suggests that 
these broad content categories are not very helpful in identifying how 
relationship characteristics and disagreement characteristics influence 
disagreements. The range of disagreements may not be adequately 
captured by these content categories.
Type of Relationship Differences
When examining the effects of type of relationship, first one 
might ask how the two groups approached the task of this study. In this 
sample, the descriptions varied depending on who wrote them. For both
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males and females, dating partners wrote more and included more 
attributions in what they wrote. The need to describe and explain is 
stronger in dating relationships, where expectations for behavior might 
also be expected to be correspondingly stronger.
Despite the difference in descriptions, there were few differences 
in the regression slopes due to type of relationship. For men, only one 
variable differed significantly, coded self-attributions, and neither of 
the models could significantly predict this attribution. For women, 
only three variables differed, self-blame, external attributions, and 
the number of comments. Two of the four differences refer to self- 
attributions; one's view of one's own role may be a salient change from 
friendships to dating relationships. Also, all three models that 
achieved significance for female friends include focal convergence as 
the sole predictor. Apparently, this variable is good at predicting 
attributions for female friends.
In general, the overall scarcity of differences suggests that the 
variables studied influence dating relationships in much the same way 
that they influence friendships. This is consistent with other findings 
that both types of relationships are communal relationships, that is, 
ones in which the partners are concerned about each others' welfare 
(Clark & Mills, 1979; Mills & Clark, 1986). In contrast, exchange 
relationships are one's in which benefits are given with the expectation 
that comparable benefits will be received. Research on communal and 
exchange relationships has shown that individuals in different kinds of 
communal relationships act in similar ways towards each other.
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General Conclusions
The major findings of this study can be summarized in six points. 
One, that relationship closeness is the most salient determinant of the 
number of attributions in dating relationships and friendships. 
Surprisingly, this relationship is generally a positive one: the closer
the relationship, the greater number of attributions partners make.
Two, that disagreement severity is the most salient determinant of the 
strength of attributions of responsibility and blame. In this case, 
more disagreement is associated with more intense attributions. Three, 
that focal convergence is the best predictor of attributions for female 
friends. Four, that these predictor variables influence males' and 
females' attributions in approximately the same way. Five, that, 
similarly, the pattern varies little when the content of the 
disagreement changes. Six, that dating partners and friends respond in 
similar ways, but also that self-attributions may be particularly 
affected by the type of relationship. Adjustment may be more important 
to dating partners than to friends.
Suggestions for Future Research
Some of the interrelationships among relationships, disagreements, 
and attributions have been examined for the first time in this study.
The findings of this study suggest several possible areas for future 
research.
It is important to begin considering ways other than attributions 
that partners use to deal with negative events, such as the positive 
communication that may occur after a negative event. It seems quite
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unlikely that there is an exact relationship between positive thoughts 
and statements and attributions of responsibility and blame. For 
example, a woman may decide that her mate really made a big mistake that 
caused a lot of hurt feelings, may accept an apology and decide that she 
still likes him anyway. She may decide that labelling him as 
blameworthy would be too punitive on her part, and decline to do it. 
Studying these other variables could greatly enhance our knowledge of 
relationship processes, including attributions.
In addition to the dependent variables, the predictor and 
categorical variables need to continue to be expanded. We still do not 
know what the most salient features of a relationship or disagreement 
are. Although the ones studied here seem promising, there is no reason 
to stop with these. One avenue of pursuit would be a refinement of 
disagreement severity. Although my measure included frequency and 
intensity of the disagreement, severity is still probably different from 
the impact of the disagreement. Indeed, impact may be inversely related 
to frequency, and a better predictor of attributions (or other 
cognitions and behaviors). One might expect that a rare, intense 
disagreement might have more impact than a single disagreement in a 
relationship characterized by frequent, intense disagreements.
The predictor variables used in this study could be measured in 
other ways as well. Here, they were standardized the closeness and 
severity scales so that subjects' relative perceptions were measured.
It would also be valid to measure these in more quantitative terms. One 
subject, for instance, on the length of disagreement question, marked
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"two hours" in the space for "extremely brief". These objective 
measures could add useful information, especially in tandem with the 
subjective measures. Similarly, the constructs themselves could be 
operationally defined in new ways. For example, close relationships 
have also been defined as ones in which appropriate amounts of intimate 
facts have been revealed as evidence of trust and commitment (Goffman, 
1963). A new measure for dyadic adjustment in noncohabiting couples 
would doubtless improve the measurement of that construct also.
A measure that could be applied to cohabiting and noncohabiting 
couples would be useful, too, so that the types of populations studied 
can be expanded and that more types can be directly compared. A more 
thorough analysis of these differences may help answer some of the 
unresolved issues in this study. For instance, do partners, or at least 
dating females, make relationship-enhancing attributions even when that 
means finding themselves blameworthy? Or, is it the case that partners 
will try to identify sources besides themselves when explaining a 
disagreement? Both assertions can be supported by these data. Although 
the difference may well be due to type of relationship, at this point 
further clarification is needed.
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Table 1
Mean Number of Comments and Attributions as a Function of Type of 
Relationship for Females and Males
Type of Relationship 
Dating Friend
Females
Comments 11.10 7.33
Attributions 5.08 2.95
Males
Comments 11.15 7.69
Attributions 5.33 2.90
Note: For dating relationships, n =39, 
and for friendships, n = 61.
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Table 2
Mean Number of Comments and Attributions as a Function of Content of 
Disagreement for Females and Males
Personal
Content
Third-party Nonpersonal
Females
Comments 9.64 9.13 7.98
Attributions 4.18 3.67 3.53
Males
Comments 10.48 9.04 7.93
Attributions 5.21 3.50 3.00
Note: For personal disagreements, n = 33, 
for third-party disagreements, n = 24, 
and for nonpersonal disagreements, n = 43.
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Table 3
Intercorrelations Between Relationship Closeness Dimensions for Females 
and Males
Dimension 2 3 4
Females (n = 156)
1. Frequency .59 .58 .50
2. Diversity .58 .46
3. Length .64
4. Intensity
Males (n = 156)
1. Frequency .58 .51 .51
2. Diversity .63 .51
3. Length .64
4. Intensity
Note: All £ < .0001.
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Table 4
Intercorrelations Between Disagreement Severity Dimensions for Females 
and Males
Dimension 2 3 4
Females (n = 156)
1. Intensity .34 .31 .67
2. Frequency .33 .47
3. Diversity .24
4. Length
Males (n = 156)
1. Intensity .32 .39 .55
2. Frequency .26 .38
3. Diversity .34
4. Length
Note: All < .001.
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Table 5
Intercorrelations Among the Predictor Variables for Females and Males
Variable 2 3 4
Females (n = 156)
1. Closeness 17+ _47*** . 02a
2. Severity -.21* . 12a
3. Adj us tment . 03a
4. Focal convergence
Males (n = 156)
1. Closeness .11 .48*** . 05a
2. Severity -.29** . 12a
3. Adjustment -. 03a
4. Focal convergence 
«" ■ ^ _ aNote: For a , n = 100.
2 < .0001, E < -001. 
* 2 < .01, + 2 < -05,
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Table 6
Means and Standard Deviations of Predictor Variables for Males and 
Females
Variable Mean SD
Females
Closeness 17.97 4.72
Severity 12.69 5.11
Adjustment 106.03 14.06
Focal convergence 5.57 1.47
Males
Closeness 18.22 4.48
Severity 12.90 4.80
Adjustment 107.17 12.32
Focal convergence 5.57 1.47
Note: For closeness, severity, and adjustment, n = 156, and for focal 
convergence, n = 100.
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Table 7
Means and Standard Deviations of Structured Self-Attribution Questions
Question Mean SD
Females
Own Foreseeability 3.73 2.13
Own Intentionality 2.33 1.78
Own Coercion 5.79 1.68
Own Answerability 3.75 1.84
Own (Self) Blame 2.76 1.62
Males
Own Foreseeability 3.66 2.04
Own Intentionality 2.26 1.82
Own Coercion 5.80 1.64
Own Answerability 3.89 1.89
Own (Self) Blame 3.33 1.71
Note: For structured questions, n = 156.
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Table 8
Means and Standard Deviations of Structured Partner Attribution 
Questions
Question Mean SD
Females
Partner Foreseeability 3.79 2.05
Partner Intentionality 2.03 1.57
Partner Coercion 5.81 1.66
Partner Answerability 3.83 1.82
Partner Blame 3.22 1.83
Males
Partner Foreseeability 3.73 2.03
Partner Intentionality 2.23 1.77
Partner Coercion 5.84 1.69
Partner Answerability 3.48 1.63
Partner Blame 3.00 1.80
Note: For structured questions, n = 156.
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Table 9
Means and Standard Deviations of Coded Attributions
Attribution Mean SD
Females
Self 1.22 1.25
Partner 2.13 1.96
Interaction 0.13 0.37
Other 0.15 0.46
Situation 0.15 0.59
External 0.30 0.72
Total Attributions 3.78 2.81
Total Comments 8.80 4.50
Males
Self 1.33 1.54
Partner 2.74 2.02
Interaction 0.12 0.41
Other 0.16 0.56
Situation 0.19 0.58
External 0.35 0.83
Total Attributions 3.85 3.09
Total Comments 9.04 4.94
Note: For coded attributions, n = 100.
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Table 10
Regression Results for Structured Self-Attributions
Predictor
Attribution Closeness Severity Adjustment FC F-value R2
Own
Foreseeability X
Females 
.39 X X 27.30+ .15
Own
Intentionality - 1.71
Own
Coercion 2.36
Own
Answerability X .33 .18 X 10.26+ .12
Self-blame 
Dating 
Friend 
Self-blame 
Personal 
Third-Party 
Nonpersonal
X X -.33 .31 4.15*
2.21
2.21
1.71
0.99
.19
Own
Foreseeability
Males
0.83
Own
Intentionality - 0.72
Own
Coercion 1.39
Own
Answerab i1i ty 0.72
Self-blame ~ - ~ 1.51 ~
Note: FC = Focal convergence. X indicates that the variable dropped out 
of the final model, ~ indicates that the full model was not significant. 
Values for predictors are standardized beta weights. For , p < .05, 
for **, p < .01, for ***t £ < .001, and for + , p < .0001.
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Table 11
Regression Results for Structured Partner Attributions
Predictor
Attribution Closeness Severity Adjustment FC F-value R'
Partner
Foreseeability
Partner
Intentionality
Partner
Coercion
Females
32 X 17.88+ .10
1.10
1.76
Partner
Answerability
Partner blame
1.02
1.46
Males
Partner
Foreseeability
Partner
Intentionality
Partner
Coercion
0.86
2.06
0.56
Partner
Answerability
Personal -.57 
Third-party - 
Nonpersonal —
Partner blame ~
.54 X 8.91
0.40
1.49
2.28
•k-k'k
37
Note: FC = Focal convergence. X indicates that the variable dropped out 
of the final model, - indicates that the full model was not significant. 
Values for predictors are standardized beta weights. For , p < .05, 
for **, p < .01, for *** t p, < .001, and for + , p < .0001.
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Table 12
Regression Results for Coded Attributions. Females
Predictor
Attribution Closeness Severity Adjustment FC F-value R2
Self - ~ ~ 1.18 ~
Partner .34 X X X 12.79*** .12
Situation ~ 2.13
Others 2.36
Interaction 0.38
External
Dating
Friend X X X .38
1.57
9.85** .14
Total
17.08+Attributions .39 X X X .15
Number of
Comments
Dating
Friend
X
X
X - .32 
X X
X
,33
4.32*
7.04*
.10
.11
Note: FC = Focal convergence. X indicates that the variable dropped out 
of the final model, ~ indicates that the full model was not significant. 
Values for predictors are standardized beta weights.^ -L.
For , p < .05, for , p < .01, for , p < .001, and for , p <
.0001.
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Table 13
Regression Results for Coded Attributions. Males
Attribution
Predictor
F-value R2Closeness Severity Adjustment FC
Self
Dating ~ ~ ~ - 2.06
Friend ~ ~ ~ 0.68 —
Partner .31 X X X 10.09 .09
Situation ~ 1.44
Others ~ ~ - ~ 0.97 ~
Interaction X X X .23 5.59* .05
External ~ 1.39
Total
Attributions .34 .13 X X 8.41*** .15
Number of
Comments — ~ ~ 1.76 ~
Note: FC = Focal convergence. X indicates that the variable dropped out 
of the final model, ~ indicates that the full model was not significant. 
Values for predictors are standardized beta weights.
For , 2 < .05, for , 2 < .01, for , 2 < -001, and for , 2 <
.0001.
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Table 14
Regression Results for Significant Proportional Analyses
Predictor
Attribution Closeness Severity Adjustment FC F-value R2
Females
External/ 
Number of 
Comments 
Dating 
Friend X X X - .28
1.63
5.02* .08
Total/ 
Number of 
Comments X X X - .21 4.71* .05
Note: FC = Focal convergence. X indicates that the variable dropped out 
of the final model, ~ indicates that the full model was not significant.SfcSt St'St'St -2-
For , p < .05, for , p < .01, for , p < .001, and for , p <
.0001.
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Appendix A 
Oral Instructions to Subjects 
Hi. My name is Sherry. Are you here for the experiment on the 
nature of relationships? (Yes.) OK, please have a seat.
First, you need to read the consent forms. If you'd like to
participate in the study, sign on the bottom. If you are in 
Introductory Psychology, be sure that your professor's name appears 
somewhere on the bottom.
(If they sign.) This study consists of 3 questionnaires. You 
begin by filling out the first two. The first is on your interactions
with each other, and the second is on the general level of agreement and
disagreement in your relationship. Complete these independently, and 
when you get to the page headed, "Relationship Questionnaire," stop, and 
I'll tell you how to fill out the last questionnaire.
(After they finish the first two.) First, to fill out the last 
questionnaire, you need to decide together what you most recent 
disagreement with each other was. Once you decided on that 
disagreement, you're going to each write a description of the 
disagreement on the blank piece of paper I've given you. When you 
describe the disagreement, follow the headings from Part 1 of the 
questionnaire. So, first you are going to describe the event, then your 
view of the disagreement, and then what you think your partner's view of 
the disagreement is. Once you've done this on the blank piece of paper 
(you don't need to write on Part 1 of the questionnaire), go back to
Disagreement Attributions
83
Part 2 of the questionnaire and answer the last couple of pages of 
questions. Any questions?
Debriefing
This study is looking at the effects of relationship closeness and 
general level of adjustment on disagreements. I am trying to find out 
how these affect the kind of disagreements partners have, and how they 
see their own and their partners' roles in those disagreements. I am 
asking everyone in the study to please consider carefully whether or not 
you want to discuss your chosen disagreement after you leave here. If 
it's something you have resolved in the past, it is probably better to 
let it remain resolved. Do you have any questions? (I answer any 
questions.) Well, thank you very much for coming. I really appreciate 
it. Have a good night/day.
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Appendix B
Relationship Scale
Interaction Questionnaire
Please answer the following questions about your interactions, on 
the average, with your partner. Make a check in the blank that you feel 
best fits your opinion.
1) How frequently do you and your partner interact?
Extremely Extremely
infrequently:___:___:___ :___ :___ :___:___ : frequently
2) How many activities do you share with your partner?
One
activity:
All
:activities
3) How long are your interactions?
Extremely
brief:
Extremely 
: long
4) How intense are your interactions?
Not at 
all intense:
Extremely 
:intense
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Appendix C
Modified Dyadic Adjustment Scale
Most persons have disagreements in their relationships. Please 
indicate below the approximate extent of agreement or disagreement 
between you and your partner for each item on the following list.
Almost Occa- Fre- Almost
Always Always sionally quently Always Always
Agree Agree Disagree Disagr Disagr Disagree
1.Handling 5 4 3 2 1 0
finances 5 4 3 2 1 0
2 .Matters 
of
recreation 5 4 3 2 1 0
3 .Religious 
matters 5 4 3 2 1 0
4.Demonstra­
tion of 
affection 5 4 3 2 1 0
5. Friends 5 4 3 2 1 0
6. Sex 
relations 5 4 3 2 1 0
7.Conven­
tionality 
(correct or 
proper 
behavior) 5 4 3 2 1 0
8.Philosophy 
of life 5 4 3 2 1 0
9.Ways of 
dealing with 
parents 5 4 3 2 1 0
10.Aims, goals, 
and things 
believed 
important 5 4 3 2 1 0
11.Amount of 
time spent 
together 5 4 3 2 1 0
12.Making
major
decisions 5 4 3 2 1 0
13.Household 
tasks 5 4 3 2 1 0
Disagreement Attributions
86
14.Leisure time 
interests and
activities 5 4 3 2 1 0
15.Career
decisions 5 4 3 2 1 0
All Most More 
the of the often Occa- 
time time than not sionallv Rarely Never
16.How often 
do you 
discuss or 
have you 
considered 
terminating 
your
relationship? 0 1 2  3 4 5
17.How often 
do you or 
your partner 
leave after
a fight? 0 1 2  3 4 5
18.In general,
how often do
you think that
things between
you and your
partner are
going well? 5 4 3 2 1 0
19.Do you 
confide in
your partner? 5 4 3 2 1 0
20.Do you ever 
regret your
relationship? 0 1 2  3 4 5
21.How often do 
you and your 
partner
quarrel? 0 1 2  3 4 5
22.How often do 
you and your 
partner "get
on each other's
nerves"? 0 1 2 3 4 5
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Every Almost Occa-
dav every day sionallv Rarely Never
23.Do you 
kiss your
partner? 4 3 2 1 0
All Most Some Very few None
of them of them of them of them of them
24.Do you 
and your 
partner 
engage in 
outside 
interests
together? 4 3 2 1 0
How often would you say the following events occur between you and your 
partner?
Once a Twice a Twice a Once a More 
Never month month week_____ day often
25.Have a 
stimulating 
exchange of
ideas 0 1 2 3 4 5
26.Laugh
together 0 1 2 3 4 5
27.Calmly 
discuss
something 0 1 2 3 4 5
28.Work 
together on
a project 0 1 2 3 4 5
These are some things about which couples sometimes agree and sometimes 
disagree. Indicate if either item below caused differences of opinions 
or were problems in your relationship during the past few weeks. (Check 
yes or no.)
Yes_____ No
29. 0 1 Being too tired for sex.
30. 0 1 Not showing love.
31. The dots on the following line represent different degrees of
happiness in your relationship. The middle point, "happy", represents
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the degree of happiness of most relationships. Please circle the dot 
which best describes the degree of happiness, all things considered, of 
your relationship.
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Extremely Fairly A little Happy Very Extremely Perfect
unhappy unhappy unhappy Happy Happy
32.Which of the following statements best describes how you feel about 
the future of your relationship?
5 I want desperately for my relationship to succeed, 
and would go to almost any length to see that it 
does.
4 I want very much for my relationship to succeed, 
and will do all 1 can to see that it does.
3 I want very much for my relationship to succeed, 
and will do mv fair share to see that it does.
2 It would be nice if my relationship succeeded,
but I can't do much more than I am doing now to 
help it succeed.
1 It would be nice if it succeeded, but I refuse to
do any more than I am doing now to keep the
relationship going.
0 My relationship can never succeed, and there is no
more that I can do to keep the relationship going.
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Appendix D
Written Directions to Describe Disagreement 
Directions: Please describe on the paper given to you a
disagreement that occurred in your relationship. Once you have 
described the event, detail both your view of the reasons behind its 
occurrence and then your partner's view. Please give as much detail as 
necessary to give a full description, and be sure to identify which part 
you are describing on the paper supplied to you.
Event:
Your view:
Partner's view:
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Appendix E 
Disagreement Severity Scale 
Please answer the following questions about the event you just 
described. Make a check in the blank that you feel best fits your 
opinion.
1) How intense was this disagreement?
Not at Extremely
all intense:___:___:____:___:___ :___ :___: intense
2) How frequently do you and your partner disagree about this subject?
Only Ex t r ernely
this once:___:___:____:___:___ :___ :___: frequently
3) About how many subjects do you and your partner disagree?
No All
subjects:___:___:____:___:___ :___ :___: subjects
4) How long was this disagreement?
Extremely Extremely
brief:___ :___:____:___:___ :___ :___: long
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Appendix F 
Attribution Scale
1) What was the cause(s) of the disagreement you described? Indicate 
the cause in the space below.
2) To what extent 
disagreement?
do you feel that vou could have foreseen the
Not at all: : • • : :Totally
3) To what extent 
disagreement?
do you feel that vour partner could have foreseen the
Not at all: : : : : ; : :Totally
4) To what extent 
disagreement?
do you feel that vou intended to produce the
Not at all: : ' : : : : :Totally
5) To what extent 
disagreement?
do you feel that vour partner intended to produce the
Not at all: : : : : :Totally
6) To what extent 
the disagreement?
do you feel that vou were coerced ('forced') to produce
Not at all: : : : : : : :Totally
7) To what extent do you 
produce the disagreement?
feel that vour partner was coerced (forced) to
Not at all: : : : : : :Totally
8) To what extent 
disagreement?
do you feel that you were answerable for the
Not at all: : • : :Totally
9) To what extent 
disagreement?
do you feel that vour partner was answerable for the
Not at all: : : ; ; : : :Totally
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10) To what extent do you feel that you were to blame for the 
disagreement?
Not at all:___:___ :_____ :_:___ :_____:___ :Totally
11) To what extent do you feel that your partner was to blame for the
disagreement?
Not at all:___:___ :_____ :_:___ :_____:___ :Totally
12) Did you feel that you understood the above questions?
Yes_____  No_____ .
If not, which ones were ambiguous? Why?
(Please use the question numbers to identify them.)
A) Are your responses based on a dating relationship or a friendship? 
 Dating  Friendship
B) Check your gender:
Male Female
C) Length of relationship: ______months
Disagreement Attributions
93
Appendix G 
Coding Criteria
You will be coding subjects' descriptions of disagreements. Both 
partners in a relationship came in and independently described the same 
disagreement from their relationship. You will compare partners' 
descriptions for overall degree of focal convergence. You will classify 
the content of the disagreements. Then, you will classify individual 
statements as attributional or nonattributional. Finally, you will 
further classify attributional statements. To aid you in this task, I 
will supply you with definitions of the relevant concepts and with 
information about the theoretical background of the study.
For one question, you will respond only for every pair of 
disagreement descriptions. This will mean 150 ratings for focal 
convergence. Focal convergence is intended to be a global rating of 
whether or not you feel the two people perceive the disagreement 
similarly. Do they emphasize the same elements of the event? Does each 
partner have an accurate idea of the other's view? Subjects do not have 
to be in agreement to score a high degree of focal convergence. In 
other words, the two descriptions may be quite dissimilar on the 
surface, but still show that both know the reasoning behind the other's 
position. For a high focal convergence rating, both should have a 
mutual understanding of what is at issue. To score for focal 
convergence, read both descriptions, and then mark on the focal 
convergence scale your judgment.
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Now you will judge each description for content. The content 
rating asks you to place the disagreement in one of four areas: 1) Own
relationship or interactions, 2) One partner's relationship with a third 
person, 3) Two different people's relationship, or 4) Nonpersonal 
topics. Disagreements about level of intimacy, keeping a date, or 
amount of time spent together are all examples of disagreements about 
relationships. Decide, in these and similar cases, whether the partners 
are talking about their own relationship (1), or someone else's (2 or
3). Nonpersonal disagreements include those on politics, religion, 
alcohol use, school, music, or morals. Code 1, 2, or 3 before you code 
4, Nonpersonal topics. Please note if you feel that there should be a 
fifth or sixth category, and keep track of its members.
You will also be classifying attributions of causality, 
responsibility, and blameworthiness. According to Shaver's (1985) 
theory, cause, responsibility, and blameworthiness are related but not 
identical concepts. when a negative event occurs, the rational 
perceiver first decides who and/or what has participated in causing it. 
This is an attribution of causality, or an explanation that describes 
how the event came about, what produced it. In classifying the data, 
you may find it useful to try the words, "It happened because . . . "  
before a subject's statement to see if the content constitutes a causal 
attribution.
If the perceiver decided that a person is causal to the event, he 
or she then makes an evaluation or judgment about how much the person 
can be held responsible or answerable for the negative event. this is
Disagreement Attributions
95
an attribution of responsibility and can include such things as 
carelessness, negligence, or a failure to anticipate what negative 
effects might follow an action. Finally, if the perceiver judges that 
the person is responsible for intentional harm and has no acceptable 
justification or excuse for his or her action, the person is held to 
blame. This is an attribution of blame. Thus, while attributions of 
causality answer the question, "Who or what caused it?", attributions of 
responsibility and blame involve social judgment and answer the 
question, "Who is at fault?"
Personality adjectives (as in "She is jealous") often indicate the 
motive for actions. When they do, always code these as attributions. 
Also, an attribution may be a statement about causal relations for 
specific effects within the event, or a statement about more general 
effects for the event as a whole. Nonattributions will often be simple 
descriptions of what happened, affective reactions, or prescriptions for 
actions to be taken. If you decide that a statement is an attribution, 
you must then decide if it is an attribution to the subject (self), his 
or her partner, the situation, or other people. Score each sentence for 
attributions. If a sentence contains more than one attribution, as 
sometimes happens in separate clauses within a sentence, score both, but 
be conservative.
Please limit any inferences; take the data at their face value.
If you feel there is insufficient information to categorize a statement 
further, code "Can't decide". Use this if you must, but use it 
conservatively.
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Sample:
Pair #
a) How much focal convergence exists between the two partners' 
descriptions?
Subject #_____
b) What is the disagreement about?
1) Partner's own relationship or interactions
2) One partner's relationship with a third person
3) Two different people's relationship
4) Nonpersonal topics
5) Can't decide
For each sentence:
c) Is it an attribution?
6) Yes, go to (d)
7) No
8) Can't decide
d) If it is an attribution, who or what does it specify?
9) Self
10) Partner
11) Interaction, or both parties equally
12) Situation
13) Other people
14) Can't decide
Complete 
divergence:
Complete 
:convergence
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APPENDIX H 
Raw Data
C I T
H C 0 P N 0 S P S
A 0 M A 0 T T E A I
S R N M R T E A C L R T
U M T E S T S H R T A F T N
0 B 0 E N E N I E A R U P P P
B N N N T L E T R C I s R R R
S 0 Y T S F R N S T B E 0 0 0
1 1 6 2 7 0 3 0 0 0 3 0.00000 1.00000 0.000000
2 2 6 2 7 0 1 0 0 0 1 0.00000 1.00000 0.000000
3 3 7 2 17 1 1 0 0 0 2 14 0.50000 0.50000 0.000000
4 4 7 2 7 1 1 0 0 0 2 19 0.50000 0.50000 0.000000
5 5 6 1 8 0 2 0 1 0 3 14 0.00000 0.66667 0.000000
6 6 6 1 6 2 0 0 0 0 2 1 1.00000 0.00000 0.000000
7 7 2 1 3 1 1 0 0 0 2 13 0.50000 0.50000 0.000000
8 8 2 1 10 0 3 0 2 0 5 19 0.00000 0.60000 0.000000
9 9 5 4 9 0 0 0 0 1 1 19 0.00000 0.00000 0.000000
10 10 5 4 9 2 2 0 0 2 6 19 0.33333 0.33333 0.000000
11 11 7 3 13 0 4 0 0 0 4 9 0.00000 1.00000 0.000000
12 12 7 3 16 2 2 0 0 0 4 3 0.50000 0.50000 0.000000
13 13 5 4 10 3 2 0 0 0 5 3 0.60000 0.40000 0.000000
14 14 5 4 12 0 6 0 0 0 6 10 0.00000 1.00000 0.000000
15 15 7 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0.00000 0.00000 0.000000
16 16 7 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 0.00000 0.00000 0.000000
17 17 4 1 9 1 4 0 0 1 6 2 0.16667 0.66667 0.000000
18 18 4 1 14 4 3 1 0 2 10 6 0.40000 0.30000 0.100000
19 19 4 1 7 1 1 0 0 2 4 2 0.25000 0.25000 0.000000
E
0 X E R S
T I T X E E
H N E T S L
R T R R L T F
1 p P N E P P P
R R A S R R E
0 0 L T 0 0 R
1 0.000000 0.00000 0 0 0.000000 0.00000 0.00000
2 0.000000 0.00000 0 0 0.000000 0.00000 0.00000
3 0.000000 0.00000 0 0 0.000000 0.00000 0.52360
4 0.000000 0.00000 0 0 0.000000 0.00000 0.52360
5 0.333333 0.00000 1 1 0.333333 0.33333 0.00000
6 0.000000 0.00000 0 0 0.000000 0.00000 1.57080
W 
to 
o
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7 0.000000 0.00000 0 0 0.000000 0.00000 0.52360
8 0.400000 0.00000 2 2 0.400000 0.40000 0.00000
9 0.000000 1.00000 0 1 0.000000 1.00000 0.00000
10 0.000000 0.33333 0 2 0.000000 0.33333 0.33984
11 0.000000 0.00000 0 0 0.000000 0.00000 0.00000
12 0.000000 0.00000 0 0 0.000000 0.00000 0.52360
13 0.000000 0.00000 0 0 0.000000 0.00000 0.64350
14 0.000000 0.00000 0 0 0.000000 0.00000 0.00000
15 0.000000 0.00000 0 0 0.000000 0.00000 0.00000
16 0.000000 0.00000 0 0 0.000000 0.00000 0.00000
17 0.000000 0.16667 0 1 0.000000 0.16667 0.16745
18 0.000000 0.20000 1 3 0.100000 0.30000 0.41152
19 0.000000 0.50000 0 2 0.000000 0.50000 0.25268
p S 0 E R I
A I T I X E N
R T H N T S T
T N R T L T F
i p P P p P P R
E E E E E E E
R R R R R R Q
1 1.57080 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 5
2 1.57080 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 5
3 0.52360 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 7
4 0.52360 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 5
5 0.72973 0.00000 0.33984 0.00000 0.33984 0.33984 6
6 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 6
7 0.52360 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 6
8 0.64350 0.00000 0.41152 0.00000 0.41152 0.41152 6
9 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 1.57080 0.00000 1.57080 4
10 0.33984 0.00000 0.00000 0.33984 0.00000 0.33984 3
11 1.57080 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 3
12 0.52360 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 4
13 0.41152 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 7
14 1.57080 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 6
15 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 6
16 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 5
17 0.72973 0.00000 0.00000 0.16745 0.00000 0.16745 6
18 0.30469 0.10017 0.00000 0.20136 0.10017 0.30469 6
19 0.25268 0.00000 0.00000 0.52360 0.00000 0.52360 7
R D
I D D Y P Y P Y P L E I
I N I D I D I F F I I C C Y P D G E L S
N T N I S I S 0 0 N N 0 0 B B T E N C S
T L T S F S L R R T T E E Y P L L O N G L E
0 D E I  D I R D E E E E E R R A A A A R D R 0 V
B I N N  A N E I N S S N N C C N N M M F E E S T
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s V G T S T Q V G N N D D E E S S E E R R L E Y
1 4 5 2 117 6 2 2 5 1 1 1 1 7 7 7 1 7 1 2 2 72 16 15
2 4 5 4 118 5 5 3 5 6 2 1 1 6 7 3 4 2 4 2 1 72 18 18
3 3 4 5 111 6 2 2 3 6 5 2 1 7 7 7 1 3 3 1 2 15 19 13
4 5 4 5 126 6 2 2 2 2 3 4 2 4 3 4 4 5 3 1 1 15 19 12
5 5 5 3 127 3 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 7 7 3 3 1 1 2 2 18 19 7
6 2 3 4 123 2 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 7 7 6 1 6 1 2 1 18 15 5
7 5 5 5 113 5 5 3 4 1 4 1 5 7 7 1 5 1 5 1 2 26 21 17
8 6 6 4 113 5 2 4 5 6 6 4 5 5 2 4 4 4 4 1 1 26 22 16
9 2 2 1 83 6 1 4 6 1 1 1 1 7 7 1 1 1 1 2 2 5 9 17
10 2 3 2 90 6 3 5 5 6 3 7 6 7 7 5 5 1 1 2 1 5 10 19
11 3 2 4 100 7 3 2 3 1 4 1 2 6 7 4 6 1 6 2 2 12 12 15
12 2 3 4 98 6 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 7 6 6 2 2 6 2 1 12 13 9
13 5 4 4 97 5 1 3 2 1 2 1 1 4 7 2 3 2 4 2 2 11 20 11
14 6 6 6 117 5 2 2 1 1 1 2 2 7 7 4 4 3 5 2 1 11 24 10
15 1 5 2 92 7 7 3 7 4 7 1 3 3 3 3 7 2 6 2 2 14 24
16 4 4 4 91 5 6 2 6 6 6 6 7 5 5 1 7 1 7 2 1 17 19
17 6 6 7 114 7 5 3 7 6 6 6 6 6 6 4 4 4 4 1 2 4 25 22
18 5 6 5 95 7 6 4 7 5 3 6 2 5 6 3 4 6 3 1 1 4 22 24
19 6 5 5 138 3 1 1 2 5 5 4 1 7 4 4 5 2 3 1 2 60 23 7
C I T
H C 0 P N 0 S P S
A 0 M A 0 T T E A I
S R N M R T E A C I R T
u M T E S T S H R T A F T N
0 B 0 E N E N I E A R U P P P
B N N N T L E T R C I S R R R
S 0 Y T S F R N S T B E 0 0 0
20 20 4 1 13 6 5 1 0 0 12 4 0., 500000 0 .41667 0..0833333
21 21 6 4 7 1 5 0 0 0 6 7 0..166667 0 .83333 0..0000000
22 22 6 4 7 3 2 0 0 0 5 19 0. 600000 0 .40000 0..0000000
23 23 7 4 8 2 4 0 0 0 6 19 0. 333333 0 .66667 0.,0000000
24 24 7 4 11 0 7 0 0 0 7 5 0. 000000 1 .00000 0.,0000000
25 25 5 1 6 0 5 0 0 0 5 5 0. 000000 1 .00000 0.,0000000
26 26 5 1 11 2 5 0 1 1 9 6 0. 222222 0 .55556 0.,0000000
27 27 3 1 5 1 1 0 0 0 2 8 0. 500000 0 .50000 0. 0000000
28 28 3 1 7 0 5 0 0 0 5 # 0. 000000 1 .00000 0. 0000000
29 29 5 4 9 1 1 0 0 0 2 9 0. 500000 0 .50000 0. 0000000
30 30 5 4 7 4 1 0 0 0 5 2 0. 800000 0 .20000 0. 0000000
31 31 3 4 8 0 6 0 0 0 6 9 0. 000000 1 .00000 0. 0000000
32 32 3 4 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 0. 000000 0 .00000 0. 0000000
33 33 7 4 6 2 2 0 0 0 4 19 0. 500000 0 .50000 0. 0000000
34 34 7 4 5 2 1 0 0 0 3 19 0. 666667 0 .33333 0. 0000000
35 35 5 4 9 1 4 0 0 0 5 5 0. 200000 0 .80000 0. 0000000
36 36 5 4 9 0 1 0 0 0 1 5 0. 000000 1.00000 0. 0000000
37 37 5 4 7 0 4 0 0 0 4 2 0. 000000 1.00000 0. 0000000
38
0
B
S
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
0
B
S
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
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38 5 4  5 1 1 0 0 0  2 8 0.500000 0.50000 0.0000000
E
0 X E R s
T I T X E E
H N E T S L
R T R R L T F
P P N E p p p
R R A s R R E
0 0 L T 0 0 R
0.000000 0.000000 1 1 0.083333 0.083333 0.523599
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.167448
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.643501
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.339837
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
0.111111 0.111111 1 2 0.111111 0.222222 0.224093
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.523599
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.523599
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.927295
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.523599
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.729728
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.201358
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.523599
p s 0 E R
A I T I X E
R T H N T S
T N R T L T
p p p p p P
E E E E E E
R R R R R R
0.42978 0.0834301 0.,00000 0.00000 0.08343 0.08343
0.98511 0.0000000 0.,00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
0.41152 0.0000000 0. 00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
0.72973 0.0000000 0. 00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
1.57080 0.0000000 0. 00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
1.57080 0.0000000 0. 00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
0.58903 0.0000000 0. 11134 0.11134 0.11134 0.22409
0.52360 0.0000000 0. 00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
1.57080 0.0000000 0. 00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
0.52360 0.0000000 0. 00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
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30 0.20136 0.0000000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
31 1.57080 0.0000000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
32 0.00000 0.0000000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
33 0.52360 0.0000000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
34 0.33984 0.0000000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
35 0.92730 0.0000000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
36 1.57080 0.0000000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
37 1.57080 0.0000000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
38 0.52360 0.0000000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
R D
I I D D Y P Y P Y P L E I
N I N I D I D I F F I I C C Y P D G E L S
T N T N I S I S 0 0 N N 0 0 B B T E N C S
F T L T S F S L R R T T E E Y P L L 0 N G L E
0 R D E I D I R D E E E E E R R A A A A R D R 0 V
B E I N N A N E I N S S N N C C N N M M F E E S T
s Q V G T S T Q V G N N D D E E S S E E R R L E Y
20 1 6 6 6 138 5 4 2 3 6 6 1 1 7 7 2 4 2 5 1 1 60 19 14
21 7 6 6 7 119 5 6 4 1 6 6 1 6 2 6 6 6 2 5 1 2 24 26 16
22 7 7 6 6 121 6 6 2 1 7 7 1 5 2 7 2 7 1 7 1 1 24 26 15
23 4 3 3 2 104 2 1 2 1 4 5 1 1 6 6 2 6 3 5 2 2 36 12 6
24 4 3 3 2 103 2 2 2 2 5 5 1 1 6 6 5 4 2 2 2 1 36 12 8
25 7 6 6 6 130 7 2 2 5 6 4 5 6 3 4 3 6 3 5 2 2 84 25 16
26 7 6 7 5 127 7 1 2 1 7 1 6 1 7 7 6 2 6 2 2 1 84 25 11
27 4 1 4 4 114 2 3 2 2 1 2 1 1 7 7 4 2 1 1 1 2 2 13 9
28 5 3 4 3 108 4 4 2 3 4 5 1 3 7 7 2 5 2 3 1 1 2 15 13
29 7 4 4 4 99 6 5 5 3 2 6 1 4 6 7 1 5 1 5 2 2 6 19 19
30 6 4 5 5 112 5 3 3 3 4 2 2 2 7 7 5 2 5 2 2 1 6 20 14
31 4 2 4 2 121 1 2 2 1 1 6 2 7 4 4 5 5 5 6 2 2 12 12 6
32 5 3 4 2 120 2 2 2 1 7 7 7 1 7 7 7 1 7 1 2 1 12 14 7
33 4 4 4 2 111 2 1 1 1 1 3 2 1 7 7 4 4 4 4 2 2 6 14 5
34 4 2 2 2 105 3 2 2 1 7 2 1 1 7 7 7 1 7 1 2 1 6 10 8
35 4 3 3 4 63 5 7 5 2 7 7 3 3 2 5 4 2 3 4 2 2 6 14 19
36 6 3 4 4 75 2 5 4 2 6 4 1 1 6 3 5 2 5 3 2 1 6 17 13
37 7 4 5 4 91 4 6 2 2 3 2 2 2 6 6 2 3 2 2 2 2 6 20 14
38 7 4 5 4 112 6 6 4 5 4 3 1 5 7 1 5 4 7 1 2 1 6 20 21
C I T
H C 0 P N 0 S P S
A 0 M A 0 T T E A I
S R N M R T E A C L R T
U M T E S T S H R T A F T N
0 B 0 E N E N I E A R U P P P
B N N N T L E T R C I S R R R
S 0 Y T S F R N S T B E 0 0 0
39 39 7 4 8 0 4 0 0 0 4  10 0.0000 1.0000 0.00
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
0
B
S
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
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40 7 4 7 3 1 0 0 0 4 3 0.7500 0.2500 0.00
41 4 4 12 3 4 0 0 0 7 5 0.4286 0.5714 0.00
42 4 4 7 1 2 0 0 0 3 0.3333 0.6667 0.00
43 7 1 14 0 5 0 0 0 5 2 0.0000 1.0000 0.00
44 7 1 10 2 4 0 0 0 6 8 0.3333 0.6667 0.00
45 6 2 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 0.0000 0.0000 0.00
46 6 2 3 0 2 0 1 0 3 7 0.0000 0.6667 0.00
47 7 1 11 4 1 0 0 0 5 5 0.8000 0.2000 0.00
48 7 1 13 3 3 0 0 0 6 6 0.5000 0.5000 0.00
49 6 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0.0000 0.0000 0.00
50 6 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0.0000 0.0000 0.00
51 5 4 8 3 1 0 0 0 4 9 0.7500 0.2500 0.00
52 5 4 7 0 5 0 0 0 5 8 0.0000 1.0000 0.00
53 2 2 14 1 8 0 0 0 9 5 0.1111 0.8889 0.00
54 2 2 6 1 1 0 0 0 2 3 0.5000 0.5000 0.00
55 7 1 4 1 1 0 0 0 2 19 0.5000 0.5000 0.00
56 7 1 5 0 1 3 0 0 4 19 0.0000 0.2500 0.75
57 2 2 8 1 3 0 1 0 5 5 0.2000 0.6000 0.00
0
E
X E R s
T I T X E E
H N E T s L
R T R R L T F
P p N E p p p
R R A s R R E
0 0 L T 0 0 R
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.848062
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.442911
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.339837
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.339837
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
0.333333 0.000000 1 1 0.333333 0.333333 0.000000
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.927295
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.523599
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.848062
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.111341
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.523599
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.523599
0.000000 0.000000 3 3 0.750000 0.750000 0.000000
0.200000 0.000000 1 1 0.200000 0.200000 0.201358
0 R
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A I T
R T H
T N R
0 P P p
B E E E
S R R R
39 1.57080 0.00000 0.00000 0.
40 0.25268 0.00000 0.00000 0.
41 0.60825 0.00000 0.00000 0.
42 0.72973 0.00000 0.00000 0.
43 1.57080 0.00000 0.00000 0.
44 0.72973 0.00000 0.00000 0.
45 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.
46 0.72973 0.00000 0.33984 0.
47 0.20136 0.00000 0.00000 0.
48 0.52360 0.00000 0.00000 0.
49 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.
50 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.
51 0.25268 0.00000 0.00000 0.
52 1.57080 0.00000 0.00000 0.
53 1.09491 0.00000 0.00000 0.
54 0.52360 0.00000 0.00000 0.
55 0.52360 0.00000 0.00000 0.
56 0.25268 0.84806 0.00000 0.
57 0.64350 0.00000 0.20136 0.
I I D D Y P Y P Y
N I N I D I D I F F I I C
T N T N I S I S 0 0 N N 0
F T L T S F S L R R T T E
0 R D E I D I R D E E E E E R
B E I N N A N E I N S S N N C
s Q V G T S T Q V G N N D D E
39 7 4 6 7 107 2 3 2 2 4 4 4 2 6
40 7 6 6 7 110 5 2 4 3 3 6 2 7 7
41 4 1 3 3 74 4 5 4 3 6 5 4 5 2
42 4 4 4 1 85 7 7 4 2 1 1 1 3 7
43 7 5 7 7 116 4 1 3 3 4 2 5 1 7
44 7 5 7 5 112 5 1 3 3 2 4 1 1 5
45 7 6 6 4 98 3 4 6 3 5 5 1 2 6
46 6 5 5 5 104 3 2 2 2 6 5 2 2 6
47 7 5 5 6 124 3 4 2 3 4 4 2 1 7
48 6 5 5 4 104 6 2 2 5 3 4 1 2 4
49 5 2 4 2 106 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 6
50 5 2 2 2 112 2 1 2 1 2 2 6 6 3
51 6 3 5 6 119 1 1 1 1 4 4 1 1 7
103
X E
T S
L T
P P
E E
R R
0.00000 0.00000 
0.00000 0.00000 
0.00000 0.00000 
0.00000 0.00000 
0.00000 0.00000 
0.00000 0.00000 
0.00000 0.00000 
0.33984 0.33984
0.00000 0.00000 
0.00000 0.00000 
0.00000 0.00000 
0.00000 0.00000 
0.00000 0.00000 
0.00000 0.00000 
0.00000 0.00000 
0.00000 0.00000 
0.00000 0.00000 
0.84806 0.84806
0.20136 0.20136
R D
L E I
Y P D G E L S
B B T E N C S
L L 0 N G L E
A A R D R 0 V
M M F E E S T
E E R R L E Y
2 5 1 2 36 24 9
6 2 1 1 36 26 14
1 2 2 2 6 11 16
1 1 2 1 6 13 20
4 4 1 2 6 26 11
4 4 1 1 6 24 12
2 2 2 2 72 23 16
2 2 2 1 72 21 9
2 2 1 2 17 23 12
3 3 1 1 17 20 15
2 2 2 2 13 13 5
1 2 2 1 13 11 6
1 1 2 2 7 20 4
I
N
T
P
E
R
00000
00000
00000
00000
00000
00000
00000
00000
00000
00000
00000
00000
00000
00000
00000
00000
00000
00000
00000
p
c
0
E Y P
R A A
C N N
E S S
6 4 4
2 7 2
5 2 3
7 1 1
5 4 4
5 4 4
6 2 2
6 2 2
7 4 4
7 5 3
6 1 2
3 6 5
7 3 2
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52 6 4 5 6 111 5 2 4 2 1 4 1 1 4  4 2 6 2 5 2 1 7 21 13
53 6 5 5 3 94 5 1 3 5 6 3 1 1 7  7 2 6 4 4 2 2 6 19 14
54 4 2 3 3 106 2 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 7  7 2 1 3  1 2 1 6 12 5
55 3 2 -4 4 102 5 6 2 6 5 5 1 1 7  7 4 4 3 3 2 2 13 13 19
56 2 2 -4 4 113 1 4 2 2 6 6 1 1 3  3 4 4 2 2 2 1 13 12 9
57 5 3 3 5 96 6 7 2 6 7 7 1 1 4  4 5 4 5 3 2 2 . 16 21
C I T
H C 0 P N 0 S P S
A 0 M A 0 T T E A I
S R N M R T E A C L R T
u M T E S T S H R T A F T N
0 B 0 E N E N I E A R U P P P
B N N N T L E T R C I s R R R
S 0 Y T S F R N S T B E 0 0 0
58 58 2 2 5 1 2 0 0 0 3 2 0.33333 0.66667 0.00000
59 59 7 4 5 0 1 0 0 0 1 5 0.00000 1.00000 0.00000
60 60 7 4 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
61 61 6 1 8 1 4 0 0 0 5 0.20000 0.80000 0.00000
62 62 6 1 12 3 2 0 0 1 6 8 0.50000 0.33333 0.00000
63 63 1 2 10 4 0 0 3 0 7 1 0.57143 0.00000 0.00000
64 64 1 2 6 1 1 0 0 0 2 8 0.50000 0.50000 0.00000
65 65 6 3 6 2 1 0 0 0 3 5 0.66667 0.33333 0.00000
66 66 6 3 8 1 1 0 0 0 2 5 0.50000 0.50000 0.00000
67 67 7 1 8 1 4 0 0 0 5 3 0.20000 0.80000 0.00000
68 68 7 1 7 2 3 0 0 0 5 2 0.40000 0.60000 0.00000
69 69 5 1 12 2 2 0 0 0 4 8 0.50000 0.50000 0.00000
70 70 5 1 7 1 3 0 0 0 4 15 0.25000 0.75000 0.00000
71 71 6 1 29 4 6 1 0 0 11 4 0.36364 0.54545 0.09091
72 72 6 1 15 1 7 1 0 0 9 0.11111 0.77778 0.11111
73 73 6 1 13 3 2 2 0 1 8 19 0.37500 0.25000 0.25000
74 74 6 1 7 1 3 2 0 1 7 19 0.14286 0.42857 0.28571
75 75 5 1 7 0 2 0 0 0 2 0.00000 1.00000 0.00000
76 76 5 1 18 2 4 0 0 0 6 5 0.33333 0.66667 0.00000
0
E
X E R S
T I T X E E
H N E T S L
R T R R L T F
0 P P N E P P P
B R R A S R R E
S 0 0 L T 0 0 R
58 0 .000000 0 .000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.33984
59 0 .000000 0 .000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
60 0 .000000 0 .000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
61 0 .000000 0 .000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.20136
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62 0.000000 0.166667 0 1 0.000000 0.166667 0.52360
63 0.428571 0.000000 3 3 0.428571 0.428571 0.60825
64 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.52360
65 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.72973
66 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.52360
67 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.20136
68 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.41152
69 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.52360
70 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.25268
71 0.000000 0.000000 1 1 0.090909 0.090909 0.37217
72 0.000000 0.000000 1 1 0.111111 0.111111 0.11134
73 0.000000 0.125000 2 3 0.250000 0.375000 0.38440
74 0.000000 0.142857 2 3 0.285714 0.428571 0.14335
75 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
76 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.33984
P S 0 E R
A I T I X E
R T H N T S
T N R T L T
0 P P P P P P
B E E E E E E
S R R R R R R
58 0.72973 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
59 1.57080 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
60 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
61 0.92730 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
62 0.33984 0.00000 0.00000 0.16745 0.00000 0.16745
63 0.00000 0.00000 0.44291 0.00000 0.44291 0.44291
64 0.52360 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
65 0.33984 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
66 0.52360 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
67 0.92730 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
68 0.64350 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
69 0.52360 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
70 0.84806 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
71 0.57693 0.09104 0.00000 0.00000 0.09104 0.09104
72 0.89112 0.11134 0.00000 0.00000 0.11134 0.11134
73 0.25268 0.25268 0.00000 0.12533 0.25268 0.38440
74 0.44291 0.28975 0.00000 0.14335 0.28975 0.44291
75 1.57080 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
76 0.72973 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
R D
I I D D Y P Y P Y P L E I
N I N I D I D I F F I I c c Y P D G E L S
T N T N I S I S 0 0 N N 0 0 B B T E N C S
F T L T S F S L R R T T E E Y P L L 0 N G L E
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0 R D E I D I R D E E E E E R R A A A A R D R 0 V
B E I N N A N E I N S S N N C C N N M M F E E S T
S Q V G T S T Q V G N N D D E E S S E E R R L E Y
58 4 3 4 5 93 7 1 2 7 7 7 6 1 4 4 4 4 5 5 2 1 16 17
59 4 2 3 3 108 5 7 2 6 6 6 7 7 1 1 7  7 1 1 2  2 6 12 20
60 4 3 4 3 115 4 3 2 4 1 6 3 5 6 6 2 2 1 1 2  1 6 14 13
61 7 4 6 5 136 6 1 3 1 1 1 2 2 7 7 7 7 1 1 1 2 5 22 11
62 1 6 6 6 121 5 1 2 4 3 5 1 1 7 7 5 4 4 4 1 1 5 19 12
63 6 5 4 1 113 4 5 3 3 2 6 1 1 7 7 7 2 6 2 2 2 6 16 15
64 5 3 4 2 114 4 5 3 5 6 4 1 2 7 7 1 3 1 1 2  1 6 14 17
65 7 6 6 6 109 4 1 3 4 1 1 1 1 7  7 1 1 1 1 1 2 18 25 12
66 7 4 5 5 107 6 5 5 6 2 1 3 1 2 7 7 6 1 5 1 1 18 21 22
67 7 5 6 5 106 7 7 2 2 6 6 1 4 7 7 4 4 4 4 1 2 6 23 18
68 7 5 5 6 107 7 5 2 7 2 1 3 2 6 6 4 4 5 3 1 1 6 23 21
69 7 6 6 6 108 5 1 4 3 5 5 6 1 4 7 2 6 2 6 1 2 78 25 13
70 7 4 5 5 115 3 1 3 2 5 3 4 2 7 7 3 2 3 2 1 1 78 21 9
71 6 2 4 5 90 6 5 3 4 5 4 4 2 7 7 5 2 5 2 1 2 5 17 18
72 5 4 4 4 100 5 1 2 3 7 6 1 5 3 7 1 7 1 7 1 1 5 17 11
73 7 6 6 6 122 4 5 2 5 6 6 1 1 7 7 7 1 1 1 1 2 5 25 16
74 7 6 6 7 130 5 3 2 3 5 5 1 1 7  7 1 1 4 3 1 1 5 26 13
75 7 5 6 5 133 5 2 2 3 3 6 1 1 3 3 7 4 1 1 1 2 5 23 12
76 7 6 7 6 143 7 3 2 3 4 7 1 1 7 7 3 4 1 1 1 1 5 26 15
C I T
H C O P  N 0 S P S
A 0 M A 0 T T E A I
S R N M R T E A C L R T
u M T E S T S H R T A F T N
0 B 0 E N E N I E A R U P P P
B N N N T L E T R C I S R R R
S 0 Y T S F R N S T B E 0 0 0
77 77 6 1 8 3 2 0 0 1 6 5 0.50000 0 .33333 0. 000000
78 78 6 1 16 4 1 0 0 0 5 6 0.80000 0 .20000 0. 000000
79 79 6 1 7 4 0 0 0 0 4 . 1.00000 0.00000 0.,000000
80 80 6 1 18 0 5 1 3 0 9 15 0.00000 0 .55556 0. 111111
81 81 7 2 14 2 4 0 1 0 7 5 0.28571 0 .57143 0. 000000
82 82 7 2 20 1 3 1 2 0 7 20 0.14286 0 .42857 0. 142857
83 83 7 4 10 1 1 0 0 1 3 5 0.33333 0 .33333 0.,000000
84 84 7 4 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 . 0.00000 0.00000 0.000000
85 85 6 4 5 0 2 0 0 0 2 15 0.00000 1.00000 0. 000000
86 86 6 4 7 2 0 0 0 0 2 1 1.00000 0.00000 0.,000000
87 87 5 4 10 2 2 0 0 0 4 8 0.50000 0 .50000 0. 000000
88 88 5 4 9 2 5 0 0 0 7 8 0.28571 0 .71429 0. 000000
89 89 6 2 14 2 6 0 0 0 8 5 0.25000 0 .75000 0.,000000
90 90 6 2 13 3 4 0 0 0 7 20 0.42857 0 .57143 0. 000000
91 91 6 2 11 0 4 0 1 0 5 8 0.00000 0 .80000 0.000000
92 92 6 2 23 5 3 0 3 0 11 1 0.45455 0 .27273 0. 000000
93
94
95
0
B
S
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
0
B
S
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
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93 5 1 5 2 2 0 0 0 4 3 0.50000 0 .50000 O.i000000
94 5 1 -4 1 2 0 0 0 3 19 0.33333 0 .66667 O.i000000
95 6 l :3 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0.00000 0 .00000 O.i000000
0
E
X E R s
T I T X E E
H N E T S L
R T R R L T F
P P N E P P P
R R A S R R E
0 0 L T 0 0 R
0.000000 0.166667 0 1 0.000000 0.166667 0.52360
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.92730
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 1.57080
0.333333 0.000000 4 4 0.444444 0.444444 0.00000
0.142857 0.000000 1 1 0.142857 0.142857 0.28975
0.285714 0.000000 3 3 0.428571 0.428571 0.14335
0.000000 0.333333 0 1 0.000000 0.333333 0.33984
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 1.57080
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.52360
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.28975
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.25268
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.44291
0.200000 0.000000 1 1 0.200000 0.200000 0.00000
0.272727 0.000000 3 3 0.272727 0.272727 0.47186
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.52360
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.33984
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
p s 0 E R
A I T I X E
R T H N T S
T N R T L T
P p P P P P
E E E E E E
R R R R R R
0.33984 0.00000 0..00000 0.16745 0.00000 0.16745
0.20136 0.00000 0,.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
0.00000 0.00000 0..00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
0.58903 0.11134 0..33984 0.00000 0.46055 0.46055
0.60825 0.00000 0,,14335 0.00000 0.14335 0.14335
0.44291 0.14335 0..28975 0.00000 0.44291 0.44291
0.33984 0.00000 0..00000 0.33984 0.00000 0.33984
0.00000 0.00000 0..00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
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85 1.57080 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
86 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
87 0.52360 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
88 0.79560 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
89 0.84806 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
90 0.60825 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
91 0.92730 0.00000 0.20136 0.00000 0.20136 0.20136
92 0.27623 0.00000 0.27623 0.00000 0.27623 0.27623
93 0.52360 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
94 0.72973 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
95 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
R D
I I D D Y P Y P Y P L E I
N I N I D I D I F F I I C C Y P D G E L S
T N T N I S I S 0 0 N N 0 0 B B T E N C S
F T L T S F S L R R T T E E Y P L L 0 N G L E
0 R D E I D I R D E E E E E R R A A A A R D R 0 V
B E I N N A N E I N S S N N C C N N M M F E E S T
s Q V G T S T Q V G N N D D E E S S E E R R L E Y
77 2 2 3 2 104 2 2 1 2 5 3 4 2 7 7 5 5 1 1 1 2 6 9 7
78 5 2 4 4 111 3 1 2 2 5 3 2 1 7 7 4 3 2 1 1 1 6 15 8
79 7 6 5 5 106 7 1 2 5 7 1 1 1 3 1 7 1 7 1 2 2 6 23 15
80 5 2 3 4 95 7 1 3 7 1 5 1 1 7 4 1 7 1 6 2 1 6 14 18
81 6 4 4 3 90 6 4 2 3 7 6 2 1 2 3 5 3 4 3 2 2 99 17 15
82 5 3 4 4 93 6 5 4 5 6 5 1 2 7 6 1 3 1 2 2 1 99 16 20
83 5 3 4 2 99 3 5 3 5 7 7 1 1 7 7 1 1 1 1 2 2 6 14 16
84 6 2 4 5 97 1 1 3 3 2 2 1 1 7 7 2 2 2 2 2 1 6 17 8
85 7 5 5 4 113 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 6 1 2 1 2 2 2 . 21 5
86 6 5 4 4 106 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7 7 4 1 5 1 2 1 19 4
87 6 3 5 5 110 2 3 3 3 2 2 1 1 7 7 5 2 1 2 1 2 42 19 11
88 4 4 4 4 112 2 3 3 3 3 3 1 1 7 7 1 2 1 1 1 1 42 16 11
89 7 5 5 3 94 5 1 3 3 1 1 1 1 7 7 2 2 1 1 2 2 6 20 12
90 7 6 6 6 118 3 1 2 2 5 5 1 1 7 7 6 4 6 4 2 1 6 25 8
91 7 6 5 7 118 5 2 3 2 1 1 1 1 7 7 2 6 2 5 1 2 29 25 12
92 6 5 5 5 113 7 1 3 5 1 1 1 1 7 7 7 1 7 1 1 1 29 21 16
93 4 2 3 2 104 5 1 2 3 3 1 1 1 7 7 4 4 4 4 2 2 7 11 11
94 2 5 2 2 89 5 5 3 3 3 5 3 4 3 6 1 6 1 6 2 1 7 11 16
95 6 1 5 6 97 1 2 1 2 6 6 1 1 7 7 5 5 1 1 2 2 5 18 6
C I T
H C 0 P N 0 S P S
A 0 M A 0 T T E A I
S R N M R T E A C L R T
U M T E S T S H R T A F T N
0 B 0 E N E N I E A R U P P P
B N N N T L E T R C I S R R R
S 0 Y T S F R N S T B E 0 0 0
Disagreement Attributions
109
96 96 6 1 4 1 1 0 0 1 3 19 0.33333 0.33333 0.000000
97 97 4 2 5 1 1 0 1 0 3 2 0.33333 0.33333 0.000000
98 98 4 2 12 1 3 0 0 1 5 18 0.20000 0.60000 0.000000
99 99 5 4 7 2 2 0 0 1 5 5 0.40000 0.40000 0.000000
100 100 5 4 6 3 1 0 0 0 4 5 0.75000 0.25000 0.000000
101 101 6 1 7 1 1 1 0 0 3 2 0.33333 0.33333 0.333333
102 102 6 1 9 0 2 1 0 0 3 8 0.00000 0.66667 0.333333
103 103 7 4 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0.00000 0.00000 0.000000
104 104 7 4 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0.00000 0.00000 0.000000
105 105 7 4 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 4 1.00000 0.00000 0.000000
106 106 7 4 6 0 1 0 0 0 1 6 0.00000 1.00000 0.000000
107 107 6 4 3 1 1 0 0 0 2 5 0.50000 0.50000 0.000000
108 108 6 4 4 0 2 0 0 0 2 5 0.00000 1.00000 0.000000
109 109 7 1 12 1 5 0 0 0 6 19 0.16667 0.83333 0.000000
110 110 7 1 15 5 2 0 0 0 7 8 0.71429 0.28571 0.000000
111 111 7 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0.00000 0.00000 0.000000
112 112 7 4 3 0 1 0 0 0 1 19 0.00000 1.00000 0.000000
113 113 6 2 6 1 2 0 0 0 3 19 0.33333 0.66667 0.000000
114 114 6 2 6 1 2 0 0 0 3 3 0.33333 0.66667 0.000000
E
0 X E R s
T I T X E E
H N E T s L
R T R R L T F
0 P p N E p p p
B R R A s R R E
s 0 0 L T 0 0 R
96 0.000000 0.333333 0 1 0.000000 0.333333 0.33984
97 0.333333 0.000000 1 1 0.333333 0.333333 0.33984
98 0.000000 0.200000 0 1 0.000000 0.200000 0.20136
99 0.000000 0.200000 0 1 0.000000 0.200000 0.41152
100 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.84806
101 0.000000 0.000000 1 1 0.333333 0.333333 0.33984
102 0.000000 0.000000 1 1 0.333333 0.333333 0.00000
103 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
104 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
105 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 1.57080
106 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
107 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.52360
108 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
109 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.16745
110 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.79560
111 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
112 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
113 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.33984
114 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.33984
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P S 0 E R
A I T I X E
R T H N T s
T N R T L T
0 P P p p p p
B E E E E E E
S R R R R R R
96 0.33984 0.00000 0.00000 0.33984 0.00000 0.33984
97 0.33984 0.00000 0.33984 0.00000 0.33984 0.33984
98 0.64350 0.00000 0.00000 0.20136 0.00000 0.20136
99 0.41152 0.00000 0.00000 0.20136 0.00000 0.20136
100 0.25268 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
101 0.33984 0.33984 0.00000 0.00000 0.33984 0.33984
102 0.72973 0.33984 0.00000 0.00000 0.33984 0.33984
103 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
104 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
105 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
106 1.57080 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
107 0.52360 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
108 1.57080 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
109 0.98511 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
110 0.28975 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
111 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
112 1.57080 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
113 0.72973 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
114 0.72973 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
R D
I I D D Y P Y P Y P L E I
N I N I D I D I F F I I C C Y P D G E L S
T N T N I S I S 0 0 N N 0 0 B B T E N C S
F T L T S F S L R R T T E E Y P L L 0 N G L E
0 R D E I D I R D E E E E E R R A A A A R D R 0 V
B E I N N A N E I N S S N N C C N N M M F E E S T
s Q V G T S T Q V G N N D D E E S S E E R R L E Y
96 5 1 5 6 117 1 3 1 4 5 7 1 1 7 7 6 3 7 1 2 1 5 17 9
97 3 2 2 1 101 4 6 3 5 6 5 6 2 7 6 6 5 2 3 2 2 66 8 18
98 2 1 4 3 97 2 4 3 2 7 7 4 7 3 4 7 2 2 6 2 1 66 10 11
99 7 4 4 3 103 6 2 3 2 6 6 4 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 2 2 6 18 13
100 6 2 2 3 84 3 2 3 2 2 2 5 4 7 5 2 2 3 4 2 1 6 13 10
101 6 4 4 4 105 6 6 5 3 6 1 3 1 7 7 3 3 1 1 1 2 54 18 20
102 6 4 5 4 98 6 5 4 3 4 4 1 1 5 7 5 2 5 1 1 1 54 19 18
103 5 4 4 5 90 6 7 2 4 7 7 1 1 7 7 7 7 1 1 2 2 18 19
104 5 4 4 5 93 6 7 4 5 2 2 5 3 4 3 5 4 5 3 2 1 18 22
105 7 4 5 4 127 1 3 2 1 5 2 1 1 7 7 6 1 5 1 2 2 18 20 7
106 6 6 5 4 115 1 3 2 1 1 2 1 1 7 7 1 1 1 1 2 1 18 21 7
Disagreement Attributions
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107 5 4 5 4 93 2 1 3 1 7 7 1 5 6 6 3 3 3 5 2 2 12 18 7
108 6 5 4 4 109 1 1 1 1 7 7 4 1 7 1 7 4 6 1 2 1 12 19 4
109 7 6 6 5 112 5 5 2 4 5 6 3 5 6 4 5 4 4 3 1 2 14 24 16
110 7 6 6 6 120 3 4 4 3 2 2 1 3 5 7 1 4 1 3 1 1 14 25 14
111 6 4 3 5 115 1 5 2 1 4 4 2 1 7 7 1 2 1 1 2 2 18 9
112 7 4 4 4 120 1 7 1 1 3 5 6 1 6 1 4 6 5 2 2 1 19 10
113 5 2 4 3 97 3 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 7 7 3 3 3 1 2 2 6 14 8
114 5 2 4 3 107 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 7 7 5 5 2 2 2 1 6 14 6
C I T
H C 0 P N 0 S P S
A 0 M A 0 T T E A I
S R N M R T E A C L R T
u M T E S T S H R T A F T N
0 B 0 E N E N I E A R U P P P
B N N N T L E T R C I S R R R
S 0 Y T S F R N S T B E 0 0 0
115 115 6 2 4 0 2 0 0 0 2 0.00000 1.00000 0.000000
116 116 6 2 9 2 2 0 0 0 4 1 0.50000 0.50000 0.000000
117 117 3 1 9 2 1 0 0 0 3 8 0.66667 0.33333 0.000000
118 118 3 1 10 1 2 0 0 2 5 0.20000 0.40000 0.000000
119 119 5 1 13 3 1 0 0 0 4 3 0.75000 0.25000 0.000000
120 120 5 1 10 0 4 0 0 0 4 9 0.00000 1.00000 0.000000
121 121 6 4 7 1 1 0 0 0 2 9 0.50000 0.50000 0.000000
122 122 6 4 5 1 1 0 0 0 2 19 0.50000 0.50000 0.000000
123 123 7 4 9 1 5 0 0 0 6 8 0.16667 0.83333 0.000000
124 124 7 4 12 4 2 0 0 0 6 4 0.66667 0.33333 0.000000
125 125 7 4 7 4 0 0 0 0 4 19 1.00000 0.00000 0.000000
126 126 7 4 6 0 1 0 0 0 1 5 0.00000 1.00000 0.000000
127 127 6 1 6 0 2 0 0 0 2 2 0.00000 1.00000 0.000000
128 128 6 1 4 0 1 0 0 0 1 6 0.00000 1.00000 0.000000
129 129 6 4 7 1 2 0 0 0 3 7 0.33333 0.66667 0.000000
130 130 6 4 15 1 2 0 0 0 3 3 0.33333 0.66667 0.000000
131 131 4 2 14 3 1 0 0 0 4 4 0.75000 0.25000 0.000000
132 132 4 2 6 1 1 0 0 0 2 4 0.50000 0.50000 0.000000
133 133 6 4 14 1 6 0 1 1 9 10 0.11111 0.66667 0.000000
0
E
X E R s
T I T X E E
H N E T S L
R 1 R R L T F
0 P P N E P P p
B R R A S R R E
S 0 0 L T 0 0 R
115 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
116 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.52360
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117 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.72973
118 0.000000 0.400000 0 2 0.000000 0.400000 0.20136
119 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.84806
120 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
121 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.52360
122 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.52360
123 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.16745
124 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.72973
125 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 1.57080
126 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
127 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
128 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
129 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.33984
130 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.33984
131 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.84806
132 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.52360
133 0.111111 0.111111 1 2 0.111111 0.222222 0.11134
P S 0 E R
A I T I X E
R T H N T s
T N R T L T
0 P P p p p p
B E E E E E E
S R R R R R R
115 1.57080 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
116 0.52360 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
117 0.33984 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
118 0.41152 0.00000 0.00000 0.41152 0.00000 0.41152
119 0.25268 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
120 1.57080 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
121 0.52360 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
122 0.52360 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
123 0.98511 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
124 0.33984 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
125 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
126 1.57080 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
127 1.57080 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
128 1.57080 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
129 0.72973 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
130 0.72973 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
131 0.25268 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
132 0.52360 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
133 0.72973 0.00000 0.11134 0.11134 0.11134 0.22409
R D
I I D D Y P Y P Y P L E I
N I N I D I D I F F I I c c Y P D G E L  S
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T N T N I S I S 0 0 N N 0 0 B B T E N C S
F T L T S F S L R R T T E E Y P L L 0 N G L E
0 R D E I D I R D E E E E E R R A A A A R D R 0 V
B E I N N A N E I N S S N N C C N N M M F E E S T
S Q V G T S T Q V G N N D D E E S S E E R R L E Y
115 5 4 2 5 109 1 1 2 1 2 5 4 6 2 6 1 6 1 6 2 2 6 16 5
116 6 5 5 4 117 5 2 2 3 2 4 1 3 6 6 4 4 4 4 2 1 6 20 12
117 5 2 5 4 110 6 2 2 6 5 6 2 2 6 6 5 6 5 5 2 2 6 16 16
118 5 4 4 4 110 6 4 2 5 3 5 1 1 6 6 4 6 5 5 2 1 6 17 17
119 5 2 5 6 112 5 2 3 4 5 5 1 3 4 3 4 3 4 4 1 2 28 18 14
120 5 4 5 6 101 6 3 4 5 4 4 1 1 3 7 2 6 2 6 1 1 28 20 18
121 7 3 3 3 117 1 5 2 3 1 1 1 1 7 7 2 2 4 1 2 2 6 16 11
122 6 3 4 2 107 1 3 2 2 1 1 2 2 4 7 4 5 3 5 2 1 6 15 8
123 6 4 4 2 77 6 1 3 1 1 3 1 2 7 7 1 7 1 7 2 2 8 16 11
124 5 3 2 2 77 6 1 4 3 1 1 1 1 7 7 7 1 7 1 2 1 8 12 14
125 6 3 5 5 105 2 1 2 1 2 3 1 1 7 7 6 4 4 4 2 2 6 19 6
126 6 3 4 3 102 6 1 3 3 1 1 1 1 4 6 2 2 1 2 2 1 6 16 13
127 5 4 3 4 119 5 1 2 3 5 5 2 3 6 6 3 2 2 1 1 2 6 16 11
128 6 4 4 4 111 5 1 3 3 4 6 2 5 3 6 4 5 3 6 1 1 6 18 12
129 6 4 4 2 103 3 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 7 7 1 4 1 7 2 2 6 16 7
130 6 4 5 2 99 2 3 4 2 1 1 1 1 7 7 1 1 1 1 2 1 6 17 11
131 3 2 3 5 82 1 1 2 1 6 6 6 1 7 7 1 5 2 5 2 2 78 13 5
132 5 4 5 6 102 5 1 2 3 5 3 2 2 7 7 6 4 6 3 2 1 78 20 11
133 6 4 5 5 109 4 2 3 5 2 2 5 2 3 5 5 4 4 4 1 2 11 20 14
C I T
H C 0 P N 0 S P S
A 0 M A 0 T T E A I
S R N M R T E A C L R T
U M T E S T S H R T A F T N
0 B 0 E N E N I E A R U P P P
B N N N T L E T R C I s R R R
S 0 Y T S F R N S T B E 0 0 0
134 134 6 4 16 0 4 3 0 0 7 8 0 .00000 0.57143 0.428571
135 135 7 2 12 1 3 0 1 0 5 8 0.20000 0.60000 0.000000
136 136 7 2 15 3 0 0 2 0 5 20 0.60000 0.00000 0.000000
137 137 5 2 11 4 0 0 0 0 4 1.00000 0.00000 0.000000
138 138 5 2 6 0 3 0 0 0 3 3 0.00000 1.00000 0.000000
139 139 6 4 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 0.00000 0.00000 0.000000
140 140 6 4 8 0 1 0 0 0 1 0.00000 1.00000 0.000000
141 141 7 4 15 2 6 1 0 0 9 8 0.22222 0.66667 0.111111
142 142 7 4 11 2 2 0 0 0 4 2 0.50000 0.50000 0.000000
143 143 7 4 22 4 5 5 0 0 14 6 0.28571 0.35714 0.357143
144 144 7 4 28 5 4 2 0 0 11 14 0.45455 0.36364 0.181818
145 145 6 4 5 1 1 0 0 1 3 14 0.33333 0.33333 0.000000
146 146 6 4 6 1 3 0 0 0 4 8 0.25000 0.75000 0.000000
147 147 6 4 9 2 1 0 0 0 3 5 0.66667 0.33333 0.000000
148
149
150
151
152
0
B
S
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
0
B
S
134
135
136
137
138
139
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148 6 4 6 2 1 0 0 0 3 19 0.66667 0.33333 0.000000
149 6 4 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 0.00000 0.00000 0.000000
150 6 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0.00000 0.00000 0.000000
151 7 4 9 0 2 0 0 0 2 3 0.00000 1.00000 0.000000
152 7 4 9 0 2 0 0 0 2 5 0.00000 1.00000 0.000000
0
E
X E R S
T I T X E E
H N E T s L
R T R R L T F
p P N E P p P
R R A S R R E
0 0 L T 0 0 R
0.000000 0.000000 3 3 0.428571 0.428571 0.00000
0.200000 0.000000 1 1 0.200000 0.200000 0.20136
0.400000 0.000000 2 2 0.400000 0.400000 0.64350
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 1.57080
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
0.000000 0.000000 1 1 0.111111 0.111111 0.22409
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.52360
0.000000 0.000000 5 5 0.357143 0.357143 0.28975
0.000000 0.000000 2 2 0.181818 0.181818 0.47186
0.000000 0.333333 0 1 0.000000 0.333333 0.33984
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.25268
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.72973
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.72973
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
p s 0 E R
A I T I X E
R T H N T S
T N R T L T
p p P p P P
E E E E E E
R R R R R R
0.60825 0.44291 0..00000 0.00000 0.44291 0.44291
0.64350 0.00000 0..20136 0.00000 0.20136 0.20136
0.00000 0.00000 0..41152 0.00000 0.41152 0.41152
0.00000 0.00000 0.,00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
1.57080 0.00000 0..00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
0.00000 0.00000 0 .00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
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140 1.57080 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
141 0.72973 0.11134 0.00000 0.00000 0.11134 0.11134
142 0.52360 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
143 0.36521 0.36521 0.00000 0.00000 0.36521 0.36521
144 0.37217 0.18284 0.00000 0.00000 0.18284 0.18284
145 0.33984 0.00000 0.00000 0.33984 0.00000 0.33984
146 0.84806 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
147 0.33984 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
148 0.33984 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
149 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
150 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
151 1.57080 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
152 1.57080 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
R D
I I D D Y P Y P Y P L E I
N I N I D I D I F F I I C C Y P D G E L S
T N T N I S I S 0 0 N N 0 0 B B T E N C s
F T L T S F S L R R T T E E Y P L L 0 N G L E
0 R D E I D I R D E E E E E R R A A A A R D R 0 V
B E I N N A N E I N S S N N C C N N M M F E E S T
s Q V G T S T Q V G N N D D E E S S E E R R L E Y
134 7 6 6 5 110 4 5 4 4 6 4 4 4 2 2 5 5 2 2 1 1 11 24 17
135 6 6 6 6 114 3 5 3 2 6 5 5 2 3 6 5 5 4 4 1 2 5 24 13
136 6 5 5 5 111 5 6 3 2 5 5 3 3 6 6 4 3 4 3 1 1 5 21 16
137 1 6 7 6 116 7 5 2 4 2 3 5 1 6 7 5 4 3 3 1 2 6 20 18
138 7 6 7 6 119 5 2 3 2 5 1 1 1 7 6 5 2 2 2 1 1 6 26 12
139 4 2 2 2 99 3 1 2 3 1 1 1 1 7 7 5 5 2 2 2 2 6 10 9
140 4 4 4 4 101 5 3 2 2 1 1 7 7 1 1 6 6 7 1 2 1 6 16 12
141 7 5 4 5 118 3 1 2 2 2 5 3 4 6 3 3 5 2 6 1 2 48 21 8
142 7 6 7 5 120 1 1 2 1 4 2 4 1 7 7 6 3 6 2 1 1 48 25 5
143 7 7 7 7 123 6 2 3 4 3 2 3 1 7 6 4 2 6 2 1 2 5 28 15
144 7 7 7 7 140 5 1 2 4 6 6 1 1 7 7 6 4 5 3 1 1 5 28 12
145 5 3 3 2 103 2 2 2 1 3 2 2 2 4 6 5 5 4 4 2 2 6 13 7
146 5 3 4 5 85 3 3 2 2 5 6 6 5 5 5 6 4 5 3 2 1 6 17 10
147 6 5 4 4 104 5 3 3 4 5 3 4 4 3 6 6 3 5 4 1 2 5 19 15
148 7 6 5 5 113 7 2 3 2 1 7 1 1 2 6 7 4 2 2 1 1 5 23 14
149 5 4 3 2 113 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 2 6 14 16
150 5 4 5 5 109 4 4 3 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 4 4 4 2 1 6 19 14
151 4 3 4 1 91 3 2 3 2 3 3 1 1 7 7 5 5 4 3 2 2 6 12 10
152 3 2 4 2 100 2 2 2 2 1 3 1 1 7 7 2 2 2 2 2 1 6 11 8
C I T
H C 0 P N 0 S P S
A 0 M A 0 T T E A I
S R N M R T E A C L R T
U M T E S T S H R T A F T N
B 0 E N E N I E A R U P P P
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B N N N T L E T R c I S R R R
S 0 Y T S F R N s T B E 0 0 0
153 153 7 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00000 0.00000 0.000000
154 154 7 1 13 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 1.00000 0 .00000 0.000000
155 155 6 4 6 1 2 0 0 0 3 5 0.33333 0.66667 0.000000
156 156 6 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0.00000 0.00000 0.000000
157 157 3 2 6 0 2 0 1 0 3 9 0.00000 0.66667 0.000000
158 158 3 2 7 1 0 0 0 0 1 4 1.00000 0.00000 0.000000
159 159 6 2 11 1 0 0 0 0 1 9 1.00000 0.00000 0.000000
160 160 6 2 7 0 3 0 0 0 3 9 0.00000 1.00000 0.000000
161 161 4 1 16 4 4 0 2 0 10 15 0.40000 0.40000 0.000000
162 162 4 1 4 1 1 0 0 0 2 4 0.50000 0.50000 0.000000
163 163 4 1 11 0 1 0 0 0 1 6 0.00000 1.00000 0.000000
164 164 4 1 16 1 3 0 0 0 4 9 0.25000 0.75000 0.000000
165 165 6 4 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 0.00000 0.00000 0.000000
166 166 6 4 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0.00000 0.00000 0.000000
167 167 5 2 8 1 3 0 0 0 4 0.25000 0.75000 0 .000000
168 168 5 2 9 3 2 0 1 0 6 2 0.50000 0.33333 0.000000
169 169 7 4 11 3 2 0 1 0 6 6 0.50000 0.33333 0.000000
170 170 7 4 13 4 1 0 0 0 5 6 0.80000 0.20000 0.000000
171 171 7 1 21 4 2 0 0 1 7 2 0.57143 0.28571 0.000000
0
E
X E R S
T I T X E E
H N E T S L
R T R R L T F
0 P P N E P P P
B R R A s R R E
s 0 0 L T 0 0 R
153 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
154 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 1.57080
155 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.33984
156 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
157 0.333333 0.000000 1 1 0.333333 0.333333 0.00000
158 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 1.57080
159 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 1.57080
160 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
161 0.200000 0.000000 2 2 0.200000 0.200000 0.41152
162 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.52360
163 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
164 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.25268
165 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
166 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.00000
167 0.000000 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.25268
168 0.166667 0.000000 1 1 0.166667 0.166667 0.52360
169 0.166667 0.000000 1 1 0.166667 0.166667 0.52360
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170 0.,000000 0 .000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0 .92730
171 0.,000000 0,.142857 0 1 0.000000 0.142857 0 .60825
p S 0 E R
A I T I X E
R T H N T S
T N R T L T
0 P P P P P P
B E E E E E E
S R R R R R R
153 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
154 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
155 0.72973 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
156 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
157 0.72973 0.00000 0.33984 0.00000 0.33984 0.33984
158 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
159 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
160 1.57080 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
161 0.41152 0.00000 0.20136 0.00000 0.20136 0.20136
162 0.52360 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
163 1.57080 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
164 0.84806 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
165 0.00000 0.00.000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
166 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
167 0.84806 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
168 0.33984 0.00000 0.16745 0.00000 0.16745 0.16745
169 0.33984 0.00000 0.16745 0.00000 0.16745 0.16745
170 0.20136 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
171 0.28975 0.00000 0.00000 0.14335 0.00000 0.14335
R D
I I D D Y P Y P Y P L E I
N I N I D I D I F F I I C C Y P D G E L S
T N T N I S I S 0 0 N N 0 0 B B T E N C S
F T L T S F S L R R T T E E Y P L L 0 N G L E
0 R D E I D I R D E E E E E R R A A A A R D R 0 V
B E I N N A N E I N S S N N C C N N M M F E E S T
S Q V G T S T Q V G N N D D E E S S E E R R L E Y
153 5 4 2 2 81 4 1 4 3 3 2 1 1 7 7 4 4 5 4 2 2 13 12
154 5 3 5 3 96 4 1 4 5 3 3 1 5 7 3 5 5 4 4 2 1 16 14
155 6 5 5 5 113 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 7 6 6 1 4 2 1 2 14 21 8
156 6 4 5 4 106 3 2 2 3 3 5 1 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 1 1 14 19 10
157 6 5 5 5 103 5 1 2 1 5 2 2 3 6 6 2 5 2 5 2 2 11 21 9
158 7 5 5 2 120 3 1 2 1 2 2 1 1 7 7 5 5 5 3 2 1 11 19 7
159 6 4 6 5 129 2 1 2 1 1 1 7 1 7 3 3 . 2 2 7 21 6
160 6 6 5 5 112 5 1 3 4 4 5 1 3 5 7 1 6 1 7 2 1 7 22 13
161 7 6 6 5 100 7 6 6 6 5 3 5 1 6 2 4 7 4 7 1 2 6 24 25
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162 7 5 6 6 107 7 6 4 5 2 3 1 1
163 5 1 6 7 91 6 4 3 5 5 2 5 1
164 5 3 4 6 96 6 2 3 5 2 7 2 3
165 3 3 4 2 87 1 2 4 1 4 4 1 1
166 5 2 3 4 105 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 1
167 6 4 4 3 95 6 7 3 6 5 5 3 2
168 6 4 4 3 92 7 7 4 5 5 5 2 1
169 7 5 5 5 126 2 1 2 1 1 7 2 4
170 5 5 4 3 109 3 2 2 2 5 5 1 1
171 5 4 5 5 103 6 4 3 4 6 3 7 1
C I T
H C 0 p N 0
A 0 M A 0 T T
S R N M R T E A C
U M T E S T S H R T A
0 B 0 E N E N I E A R U
B N N N T L E T R C I S
S 0 Y T S F R N S T B E
172 172 7 1 17 4 6 0 0 0 10 3 0.
173 173 3 2 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 0.
174 174 3 2 11 1 0 0 0 0 1 19 1.
175 175 7 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 0.
176 176 7 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0.
177 177 6 1 12 1 1 1 0 0 3 3 0.
178 178 6 1 12 0 2 0 0 0 2 5 0.
179 179 2 1 20 2 7 1 0 1 11 6 0.
180 180 2 1 15 3 9 0 0 1 13 6 0.
181 181 3 2 7 1 0 0 0 0 1 19 1.
182 182 3 2 7 1 2 0 0 0 3 2 0.
183 183 7 2 3 1 0 0 1 0 2 19 0.
184 184 7 2 3 0 2 0 0 0 2 9 0.
185 185 7 1 7 1 0 1 0 0 2 5 0.
186 186 7 1 12 0 3 1 0 0 4 2 0.
187 187 7 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 0.
188 188 7 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 0.
189 189 7 2 4 1 2 0 0 0 3 0.
190 190 7 2 5 0 2 0 0 0 2 5 0.
E
0 X E
T I T X
H N E T
R T R R L
0 P P N E P
B R R A S R
s 0 0 L T 0
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2 5 4 1 1 6 24 22
6 2 6 1 2 7 19 18
6 3 5 1 1 7 18 16
1 1 1 2 2 6 12 8
1 1 1 2 1 6 14 7
6 2 6 2 2 7 17 22
3 7 2 2 1 7 17 23
5 1 7 2 2 8 22 6
4 2 4 2 1 8 17 9
4 4 4 1 2 7 19 17
P S
A I
R T
T N
P P
R R
0 0
0.60000 0.000000 
0.00000 0.000000 
0.00000 0.000000 
0.00000 0.000000 
0.00000 0.000000 
0.33333 0.333333 
1.00000 0.000000 
0.63636 0.090909 
0.69231 0.000000 
0.00000 0.000000 
0.66667 0.000000 
0.00000 0.000000 
1.00000 0.000000 
0.00000 0.500000 
0.75000 0.250000 
0.00000 0.000000 
0.00000 0.000000 
0.66667 0.000000 
1.00000 0.000000
R S P
E E A
S L R  
T F T  
P P P
R E E  
0 R R
7 7 3
4 4 4
3 4 3
7 7 5
7 6 1
3 4 4
1 1 1
7 2 3
7 7 3
3 1 4
S
E
L
F
P
R
O
40000
00000
00000
00000
00000
33333
00000
18182
23077
00000
33333
50000
00000
50000
00000
00000
00000
33333
00000
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
O
B
S
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
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0.00 0.00000 0 0 0.00000 0.00000 0.41152 0.6435
0.00 0.00000 0 0 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.0000
0.00 0.00000 0 0 0.00000 0.00000 1.57080 0.0000
0.00 0.00000 0 0 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.0000
0.00 0.00000 0 0 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.0000
0.00 0.00000 1 1 0.33333 0.33333 0.33984 0.3398
0.00 0.00000 0 0 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 1.5708
0.00 0.09091 1 2 0.09091 0.18182 0.18284 0.6898
0.00 0.07692 0 1 0.00000 0.07692 0.23287 0.7647
0.00 0.00000 0 0 0.00000 0.00000 1.57080 0.0000
0.00 0.00000 0 0 0.00000 0.00000 0.33984 0.7297
0.50 0.00000 1 1 0.50000 0.50000 0.52360 0.0000
0.00 0.00000 0 0 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 1.5708
0.00 0.00000 1 1 0.50000 0.50000 0.52360 0.0000
0.00 0.00000 1 1 0.25000 0.25000 0.00000 0.8481
0.00 0.00000 0 0 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.0000
0.00 0.00000 0 0 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.0000
0.00 0.00000 0 0 0.00000 0.00000 0.33984 0.7297
0.00 0.00000 0 0 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 1.5708
s 0 E R I I
I T I X E N I N
T H N T S T N T
N R T L T F T L
p p p P P R D E
E E E E E E I N
R R R R R Q V G
0.00000 0.00000 0.0000000 0.00000 0.00000 6 5 6
0.00000 0.00000 0.0000000 0.00000 0.00000 5 3 4
0.00000 0.00000 0.0000000 0.00000 0.00000 5 3 4
0.00000 0.00000 0.0000000 0.00000 0.00000 6 5 5
0.00000 0.00000 0.0000000 0.00000 0.00000 6 4 5
0.33984 0.00000 0.0000000 0.33984 0.33984 4 4 6
0.00000 0.00000 0.0000000 0.00000 0.00000 4 5 5
0.09104 0.00000 0.0910348 0.09104 0.18284 7 5 7
0.00000 0.00000 0.0769991 0.00000 0.07700 7 6 6
0.00000 0.00000 0.0000000 0.00000 0.00000 5 3 4
0.00000 0.00000 0.0000000 0.00000 0.00000 5 3 4
0.00000 0.52360 0.0000000 0.52360 0.52360 6 1 4
0.00000 0.00000 0.0000000 0.00000 0.00000 6 4 4
0.52360 0.00000 0.0000000 0.52360 0.52360 3 3 4
0.25268 0.00000 0.0000000 0.25268 0.25268 5 4 3
0.00000 0.00000 0.0000000 0.00000 0.00000 7 2 2
0.00000 0.00000 0.0000000 0.00000 0.00000 7 2 3
0.00000 0.00000 0.0000000 0.00000 0.00000 5 3 2
0.00000 0.00000 0.0000000 0.00000 0.00000 5 4 4
R D
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D D Y P Y p Y P L E I
I D I D I F F I I C C Y P D G E L S
N I S I S 0 0 N N 0 0 B B T E N C S
T S F S L R R T T E E Y P L L 0 N G L E
0 I D I R D E E E E E R R A A A A R D R 0 V
B N A N E I N S S N N C C N N M M F E E S T
S T S T Q V G N N D D E E S S E E R R L E Y
172 5 102 6 4 3 5 5 7 2 2 7 7 4 4 4 4 1 1 7 22 18
173 4 97 2 1 2 2 2 2 3 3 5 5 2 2 2 2 2 2 6 16 7
174 4 93 2 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 6 6 4 4 1 1 2 1 6 16 9
175 6 113 7 6 3 3 7 7 5 2 7 7 6 6 2 2 2 2 84 22 19
176 5 117 7 6 4 6 5 6 5 6 4 6 5 3 5 2 2 1 84 20 23
177 5 114 6 6 3 3 5 5 3 2 3 6 4 5 4 5 1 2 25 19 18
178 4 102 5 3 4 2 5 3 5 1 7 7 5 3 5 5 1 1 25 18 14
179 5 105 3 3 3 2 2 4 1 1 5 5 2 4 2 5 1 2 6 24 11
180 6 117 6 4 4 5 1 3 1 1 6 6 3 3 4 4 1 1 6 25 19
181 2 80 7 6 2 6 6 6 1 2 7 6 4 4 6 2 2 2 48 14 21
182 5 106 6 6 2 5 3 2 1 1 7 6 2 2 1 1 2 1 48 17 19
183 1 107 7 1 2 3 2 6 1 1 7 1 1 7 7 1 2 2 6 12 13
184 4 104 6 1 2 1 5 6 5 5 7 7 7 2 1 5 2 1 6 18 10
185 2 91 4 6 3 3 5 5 6 4 6 6 5 4 3 3 2 2 3 12 16
186 3 103 3 1 1 3 5 2 2 1 7 7 3 1 1 1 2 1 3 15 8
187 7 118 7 5 3 6 2. 2 1 1 7 7 3 3 2 5 1 2 9 18 21
188 7 108 6 5 2 7 1 1 2 2 7 7 4 4 1 7 1 1 9 19 20
189 2 104 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7 7 1 1 2 1 2 2 7 12 4
190 2 97 3 1 2 3 1 1 1 1 7 7 2 3 1 1 2 1 7 15 9
C I T
H C 0 P N 0 S P S
A 0 M A 0 T T E A I
S R N M R T E A C L R T
U M T E S T S H R T A F T N
0 B 0 E N E N I E A R 'U P P P
B N N N T L E T R C I S R R R
S 0 Y T S F R N S T B E 0 0 0
191 191 7 4 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 0..000 0..000000 0 .000000
192 192 7 4 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 0..000 0..000000 0 .000000
193 193 3 4 11 0 3 1 0 0 4 15 0..000 0..750000 0 .250000
194 194 3 4 7 3 0 0 1 0 4 19 0,.750 0.,000000 0 .000000
195 195 4 4 6 1 3 0 0 0 4 15 0..250 0.,750000 0 .000000
196 196 4 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0..000 0..000000 0 .000000
197 197 5 4 14 1 6 1 0 0 8 5 0..125 0.,750000 0 .125000
198 198 5 4 22 6 4 2 0 0 12 0..500 0. 333333 0 .166667
199 199 5 1 9 0 2 0 0 1 3 19 0..000 0. 666667 0 .000000
200 200 5 1 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 0..000 0..000000 0 .000000
201 201 , . 15 0..000 0.,000000 0 .000000
202 202 3 0..000 0..000000 0 .000000
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203 203   3 0.000 0.000000 0.000000
204 204   0.000 0.000000 0.000000
205 205 ...................  9 0.000 0.000000 0.000000
206 206   8 0.000 0.000000 0.000000
207 207   0.000 0.000000 0.000000
208 208   0.000 0.000000 0.000000
209 209 ...................  2 0.000 0.000000 0.000000
0
E
X E R s
T I T X E E
H N E T S L
R T R R L T F
0 P P N E P P P
B R R A S R R E
S 0 0 L T 0 0 R
191 0.00 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
192 0.00 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
193 0.00 0.000000 1 1 0.250000 0.250000 0.000000
194 0.25 0.000000 1 1 0.250000 0.250000 0.848062
195 0.00 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.252680
196 0.00 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
197 0.00 0.000000 1 1 0.125000 0.125000 0.125328
198 0.00 0.000000 2 2 0.166667 0.166667 0.523599
199 0.00 0.333333 0 1 0.000000 0.333333 0.000000
200 0.00 0.000000 0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
201 0.00 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
202 0.00 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
203 0.00 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
204 0.00 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
205 0.00 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
206 0.00 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
207 0.00 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
208 0.00 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
209 0.00 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
p s 0 E R
A I T I X E
R T H N T S
T N R T L T
0 P p p p p P
B E E E E E E
S R R R R R R
191 0.00000
192 0.00000
193 0.84806
194 0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.25268
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.25268
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.25268 
0.25268
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.25268 
0.25268
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195 0.84806 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
196 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
197 0.84806 0.12533 0.00000 0.00000 0.12533 0.12533
198 0.33984 0.16745 0.00000 0.00000 0.16745 0.16745
199 0.72973 0.00000 0.00000 0.33984 0.00000 0.33984
200 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
201 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
202 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
203 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
204 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
205 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
206 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
207 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
208 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
209 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
R D
I I D D Y P Y P Y P L E I
N I N I D I D I F F I I C C Y P D G E L S
T N T N I S I S 0 0 N N 0 0 B B T E N C S
F T L T S F S L R R T T E E Y P L L 0 N G L E
0 R D E I D I R D E E E E E R R A A A A R D R 0 V
B E I N N A N E I N S S N N C C N N M M F E E S T
s Q V G T S T Q V G N N D D E E S S E E R R L E Y
191 5 3 4 3 86 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 7 7 1 1 1 1 2 2 7 15 6
192 5 3 2 3 86 5 1 3 4 1 5 1 1 6 6 4 4 4 4 2 1 7 13 13
193 7 1 4 2 129 4 2 3 2 4 4 1 1 7 7 3 1 2 4 2 2 7 14 11
194 5 3 4 3 98 2 3 3 2 1 1 1 1 7 7 3 3 3 1 2 1 7 15 10
195 7 4 6 5 120 2 6 2 3 6 6 2 2 7 7 3 3 3 3 1 2 16 22 13
196 6 6 6 5 107 2 5 2 2 7 7 1 1 7 5 3 3 3 3 1 1 16 23 11
197 7 6 7 7 115 4 2 4 2 2 2 2 2 5 6 2 3 3 3 1 2 19 27 12
198 7 6 5 6 115 2 2 6 2 4 3 1 1 7 7 3 3 5 5 1 1 19 24 12
199 4 3 3 2 89 1 2 2 3 7 7 1 1 7 7 7 7 4 4 1 2 7 12 8
200 4 1 1 1 97 3 2 2 2 7 5 4 3 3 5 5 5 2 2 1 1 7 7 9
201 5 2 4 2 111 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 7 7 4 4 1 1 2 2 18 13 5
202 5 3 2 3 113 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 7 7 5 5 2 2 2 1 18 13 8
203 5 1 6 6 109 6 1 2 2 2 6 2 1 7 7 2 6 2 6 2 2 7 18 11
204 5 1 6 7 118 6 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 7 7 7 1 7 1 2 1 7 19 11
205 7 5 5 6 116 5 1 3 4 5 1 2 1 7 7 2 3 2 2 1 2 2 23 13
206 7 6 6 7 123 2 2 2 3 1 6 1 1 7 7 1 7 1 2 1 1 2 26 9
207 3 1 7 4 109 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 7 7 1 7 1 1 2 2 7 15 6
208 3 1 7 4 110 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 7 7 7 1 7 1 2 1 7 15 4
209 5 4 4 4 95 3 2 3 2 1 1 2 1 7 7 3 3 3 3 2 2 6 17 10
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U M T E S T S H R T  A F T N R T R R L T F T N R T L  
0 B O E N E N I E A R  U P P P P P N E P P P P P P P P  
B N N N T L E T R C I  S R R R R R A S R R E E E E E E  
S 0 Y T S F R N S T B  E O O O O O L T O O R R R R R R
210 210   8 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
211 211 .................  5 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
212 212   8 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
213 213 .................  2 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
214 214 .................  5 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
215 215 .................  6 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
216 216 .................  9 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
217 217 .................  9 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
218 218   10 0 0 0 0 0 .  . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
219 219 .................  10 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0
220 220 .................  5 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
221 221   19 0 0 0 0 0 .  . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
222 222   19 0 0 0 0 0 .  . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
223 223 .................  5 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
224 224 .................  2 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
225 225 .................  20 0 0 0 0 0 .  . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
226 226 .................  15 0 0 0 0 0 .  . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
227 227   0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
228 228   0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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210 0 5 4 4 3  109 3 2 3 2 1 4 2 5 4 5 4 4 1 3 2 1  6 16 10
211 0 7 4 5 5  109 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 7 7 1 1 1 1 2 2  5 21 5
212 0 5 3 4 2  113 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 7 7 2 2 1 1 2 1  5 14 6
213 0 6 6 5 3  98 2 6 5 3 7 7 6 6 6 6 6 6 4 4 2 2  7 20 16
214 0 6 5 5 5  118 2 6 3 2 6 5 2 6 6 7 2 7 2 6 2 1  7 21 13
215 0 7 7 7 6  128 4 2 2 2 5 5 1 1 6 6 5 6 5 5 1 2  7 27 10
216 0 7 6 7 7 142 3 2 2 1 6 6 1 2 4 7 2 3 4 1 1 1  7 27 8
217 0 4 2 2 2  99 2 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 7 7 1 1 1 1 2 2  5 10 5
218 0 4 2 4 3  86 4 5 2 2 5 5 3 2 3 4 5 5 4 5 2 1  5 13 13
219 0 5 2 3 2  91 3 2 1 2 3 3 1 1 7 7 4 4 1 1 2 2  7 12 8
220 0 5 5 3 3  94 3 2 2 1 3 2 2 2 4 5 5 3 5 3 2 1  7 16 8
221 0 4 3 5 2  120 1 1 1 1 7 7 2 1 2 2 2 2 1 3 2 2  99 14 4
222 0 4 3 3 1  120 1 1 1 3 5 5 1 1 4 4 3 2 1 1 2 1  99 11 6
223 0 2 2 4 2  99 6 2 2 6 5 3 6 2 5 3 4 3 4 4 1 2  18 10 16
224 0 2 1 7 4  100 2 6 2 7 5 5 6 3 1 3 7 6 6 6 1 1  18 14 17
225 0 2 2 3 4  109 2 1 2 1 5 7 1 2 2 6 4 6 3 6 2 2  6 11 6
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226 0 3 2 3 4  111 2 2 2 2 6 4 2 1 2 7 7 1 7 1 2 1  6 12 8
227 0 3 2 4 5  106 7 4 3 7 4 6 7 3 1 7 4 5 4 6 1 2  7 14 21
228 0 3 2 3 2  99 7 3 6 2 6 6 6 6 3 3 3 5 3 6 1 1  7 10 18
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229 229 .................  15 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0
230 230 .................  9 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
231 231 .................  5 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
232 232 .................  8 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
233 233 .................  3 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
234 234 .................  2 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
235 235 .................  9 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
236 236 .................  3 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
237 237 .................  8 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
238 238 .................  9 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
239 239 .................  9 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
240 240 ....................  0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
241 241 .................  3 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
242 242 .................  5 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
243 243 .................  7 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
244 244 .................  5 0 0 0 0 0 .  . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
245 245 .................  5 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
246 246 .................  3 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
247 247 .................  19 0 0 0 0 0 .  . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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229 0 7 5 6 6  122 6 2 3 4 3 2 1 2 7 7 4 2 6 4 1 2  24 24 15
230 0 7 5 6 6  116 6 3 2 3 2 5 2 2 6 6 2 5 2 5 1 1  24 24 14
231 0 6 4 4 5  70 6 6 4 6 5 6 3 2 2 5 6 6 4 4 1 2  8 19 22
232 0 6 4 4 7  61 7 7 2 7 7 7 1 7 1 7 4 4 1 7 1 1  8 21 23
233 0 4 3 3 4  120 2 4 4 2 1 1 2 1 7 7 4 3 1 1 1 2  6 14 12
234 0 6 5 5 6  123 1 1 2 1 7 7 4  1 7 7 7 1 1 1 1 1  6 22 5
235 0 7 5 6 6  120 7 2 3 2 1 1 1 1 7 5 7 3 6 4 1 2  6 24 14
236 0 7 5 5 5  118 6 1 2 3 2 3 1 1 6 4 5 3 6 2 1 1  6 22 12
Disagreement Attributions
125
237 0 3 2 3 5  101 6 1 2 3 2 6 1 2 6 6 2 4 2 4 2 2  15 13 12
238 0 2 2 2 4  94 6 1 3 2 7 6 2 1 6 7 7 2 6 2 2 1  15 10 12
239 0 5 5 5 5  90 6 3 6 5 5 4 5 4 3 4 5 4 6 4 1 2  7 20 20
240 0 6 5 5 5  104 6 2 5 6 5 5 1 3 7 7 1 7 1 7 1 1  7 21 19
241 0 4 2 3 5  105 7 7 4 7 6 1 1 1 7 7 7 3 6 2 2 2  18 14 25
242 0 6 3 4 6  83 5 6 5 4 6 4 5 3 6 3 5 5 5 5 2 1  24 19 20
243 0 7 5 4 5  94 7 6 4 6 6 6 3 2 2 2 4 4 3 4 2 2  8 21 23
244 0 7 3 4 5  95 7 6 5 5 7 7 1 1 7 7 4 4 4 4 2 1  8 19 23
245 0 6 3 5 7  90 7 4 5 3 2 4 2 1 6 7 4 6 2 3 1 2  18 21 19
246 0 5 6 5 4  107 7 5 4 4 7 1 1 1 6 6 6 2 6 2 1 1  18 20 20
247 0 1 2 1 2  117 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 7 7 1 1 1 1 2 2  12 6 5
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248 248 .................  3 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
249 249 .................  9 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
250 250 .................  5 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
251 251 .................  6 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
252 252 .................  7 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
253 253 .................  6 0 0 0 0 0 . .  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
254 254 .................  20 0 0 0 0 0 .  . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
255 255.... .............. 6 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
256 256.... .............. 6 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
257 257.... .............. 6 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
258 258.... .............. 6 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
259 259 .................  20 0 0 0 0 0 .  . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
260 260 .............. 9 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
261 261 .............. 5 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
262 262 .............. 5 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
263 263 .................  15 0 0 0 0 0 .  . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
264 264 .............. 3 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
265 265 .............. 3 0  0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
266 266 .............. 9 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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248 0 3 1 3 3  120 1 1 1 1 4 1 1 7 7 7 4 4 4 4 2 1  12 10 4
249 0 6 5 6 6  123 3 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 6 6 5 3 5 3 1 2  7 23 8
250 0 7 4 5 4  118 6 4 2 2 4 6 1 2 3 3 3 4 1 1 1 1  7 20 14
251 0 3 2 2 3  81 4 3 4 5 3 5 2 5 5 4 5 3 3 4 2 2  7 10 16
252 0 4 1 2 3  101 3 2 5 5 7 4 2 1 7 3 6 2 4 2 2 1  7 10 15
253 0 5 3 4 3  112 5 4 3 4 5 3 1 1 7 7 7 2 2 2 2 2  8 15 16
254 0 5 3 4 4  112 5 2 2 7 3 6 1 4 7 6 2 3 1 4 2 1  8 16 16
255 0 7 5 7 6  136 5 2 2 3 1 1 1 1 7 7 2 2 5 2 1 2  18 25 12
256 0 7 6 5 6 134 3 1 3 3 2 1 1 1 7 4 4 5 3 5 1 1 18 24 10
257 0 2 3 3 3  94 3 2 3 3 5 2 2 5 3 6 5 4 2 3 1 2  6 11 11
258 0 3 3 4 2  106 4 3 3 4 6 7 3 5 7 4 2 5 2 5 1 1  6 12 14
259 0 7 6 5 6  129 4 2 3 2 6 5 1 1 7 3 5 4 5 4 1 2  28 24 11
260 0 7 6 6 5 115 4 3 3 3 2 3 1 1 6 5 3 5 3 4 1 1 28 24 13
261 0 4 3 3 1  104 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 1 7 7 4 4 4 4 2 2  19 11 7
262 0 4 3 3 3  103 2 4 2 3 5 5 2 6 3 5 2 6 2 6 2 1  19 13 11
263 0 4 2 2 3  96 2 2 2 1 6 1 5 1 4 7 4 2 5 2 2 2  7 11 7
264 0 3 2 3 2  97 2 7 2 2 3 3 3 2 6 6 4 3 3 4 2 1  7 10 13
265 0 6 5 6 6  119 7 2 1 5 6 6 4 4 6 6 6 7 1 6 2 2  8 23 15
266 0 6 1 7 5  109 7 6 2 4 7 5 6 1 3 7 4 4 3 7 2 1  8 19 19
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267 267 .................  19 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0
268 268 .................  3 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
269 269 . . . .  ............ 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
270 270   19 0 0 0 0 0 .  . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
271 271 .................  3 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
272 272 .................  8 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
273 273 . . .  ........... 5 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
274 274 .................  6 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
275 275 .................  2 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
276 276 .................  14 0 0 0 0 0 .  . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
277 277 .................  2 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
278 278 .................  3 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
279 279 .................  3 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
280 280 .................  9 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
281 281 .................  5 0 0 0 0 0 .  . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
282 282   8 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
283 283   3 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
284 284 .................  3 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
285 285   6 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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267 0 5 2 4 5 118 1 1 2 1 6 6 1 1 7 7 1 2 1 1 2 2 5 16 5
268 0 6 3 4 4 123 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7 7 7 1 7 1 2 1 5 17 4
269 0 5 3 4 5 97 5 4 5 4 5 4 1 2 7 7 2 4 2 3 1 2 7 17 18
270 0 5 4 4 4 102 5 4 3 4 3 2 2 1 6 3 2 5 4 5 1 1 7 17 16
271 0 3 4 5 3 106 5 2 2 3 6 6 4 2 6 2 6 2 4 4 2 2 8 15 12
272 0 4 2 4 2 73 6 5 2 5 3 4 1 2 6 7 1 4 1 4 2 1 8 12 18
273 0 7 5 5 3 126 1 2 2 1 2 2 1 1 7 7 2 2 1 1 1 2 48 20 6
274 0 7 6 6 6 139 1 2 2 1 7 7 1 1 7 7 7 7 7 7 1 1 48 25 6
275 0 7 4 5 3 98 3 6 3 1 7 1 1 1 5 7 5 4 2 2 1 2 18 19 13
276 0 7 5 5 7 106 4 5 2 3 7 7 1 1 7 7 5 4 3 4 1 1 18 24 14
277 0 5 4 5 6 104 6 4 2 2 5 5 2 1 4 3 4 4 3 3 1 2 5 20 14
278 0 5 4 6 6 99 2 2 4 1 3 2 1 1 7 7 4 2 3 1 1 1 5 21 9
279 0 6 4 5 3 111 3 2 1 5 6 6 7 1 7 5 7 1 3 1 2 2 8 18 11
280 0 5 4 5 3 103 3 2 2 5 6 4 4 4 2 2 1 4 1 4 2 1 8 17 12
281 0 7 5 6 5 123 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 7 7 2 1 3 2 1 2 7 23 8
282 0 7 5 4 4 112 2 1 3 2 2 1 2 1 3 6 3 2 2 2 1 1 7 20 8
283 0 7 1 7 7 134 6 3 2 4 5 2 3 1 7 7 6 3 6 2 1 2 6 22 15
284 0 7 4 7 7 139 2 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 7 7 1 1 2 2 1 1 6 25 6
285 0 6 6 7 6 121 6 1 3 4 1 1 1 1 7 7 2 6 2 6 1 2 36 25 14
C I T E
H C 0 P N 0 S P S 0 X E R S P S 0 E
A 0 M A 0 T T E A I T I T X E E A I T I X
S R N M R T E A C L R T H N E T S L R T H N T
u M T E S T S H R T A F T N R T R R L T F T N R T L
0 B 0 E N E N I E A R U P P P P P N E P P P P P P P P
B N N N T L E T R C I S R R R R R A S R R E E E E E E
S 0 Y T S F R N S T B E 0 0 0 0 0 L T 0 0 R R R R R R
286 286   0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
287 287 .................  5 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
288 288   2 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
289 289 .................  13 0 0 0 0 0 .  . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
290 290 .................  9 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
291 291   4 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
292 292   0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
293 293   0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
294 294   0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
295 295   0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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296 296 ....................  0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
297 297 .................  2 0 0 0 0 0 .  . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
298 298 .................  3 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
299 299 .................  19 0 0 0 0 0 .  . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
300 300 .................  2 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
301 301 .................  6 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
302 302 .................  6 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
303 303 .................  9 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
304 304 ....................  0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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286 0 5 4 4 4 105 5 1 4 2 5 2 5 3 7 2 6 1 7 1 1 1 36 17 12
287 0 7 6 5 6 96 5 2 4 1 1 1 1 1 7 7 1 1 1 1 1 2 17 24 12
288 0 6 6 7 5 105 5 2 3 4 1 1 1 1 7 7 5 1 4 1 1 1 17 24 14
289 0 6 4 5 5 110 4 6 2 4 2 2 1 1 6 6 4 5 4 5 2 2 8 20 16
290 0 6 4 4 6 60 5 5 2 1 1 1 1 1 7 7 7 1 7 1 2 1 8 20 13
291 0 7 5 7 7 90 5 2 6 2 4 4 4 2 7 1 4 4 6 2 1 2 5 26 15
292 0 6 5 5 4 95 7 1 3 4 7 3 6 2 5 2 5 3 6 2 1 1 5 20 15
293 0 2 1 2 2 110 6 1 3 6 1 7 7 2 1 7 1 7 4 7 2 2 18 7 16
294 0 2 1 1 2 110 7 7 4 7 1 1 4 1 4 7 7 1 7 1 2 1 18 6 25
295 0 5 5 5 5 106 4 1 4 1 3 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 2 2 12 20 10
296 0 7 6 6 3 97 4 1 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 12 22 10
297 0 5 2 4 3 104 2 3 3 2 1 2 1 2 7 6 2 2 2 3 2 2 7 14 10
298 0 5 2 3 4 111 2 1 2 2 6 3 1 1 6 6 6 3 6 2 2 1 7 14 7
299 0 3 4 3 1 88 3 1 2 1 3 2 2 1 2 1 4 1 5 1 2 2 11 7
300 0 3 3 3 3 101 4 4 2 4 3 1 1 1 6 7 7 1 6 1 2 1 . 12 14
301 0 7 6 7 7 133 7 4 3 4 3 7 1 6 3 7 4 6 2 5 1 2 . 27 18
302 0 7 7 7 7 142 7 6 2 2 4 3 2 2 2 2 3 5 3 5 1 1 28 17
303 0 2 1 2 2 77 2 2 5 1 6 3 5 5 3 7 4 5 3 4 1 2 6 7 10
304 0 2 2 2 3 95 3 1 2 5 1 1 1 5 7 7 3 3 1 2 1 1 6 9 11
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305 305 20 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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306 306 ....................  0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
307 307 .................  9 0 0 0 0 0 . .  0 0 0 0 0 0  O' 0
308 308 .................  8 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
309 309 .................  19 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0
310 310 .................  5 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
311 311 .  ................  0 0 0 0 0 .  . 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0
312 312 .................  20 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0
R D
R I I D D y P Y P Y P L E I
E N I N I D I D I F F I I C C Y P D G E L S
S T N T N I S I S 0 0 N N 0 0 B B T E N C S
T F T L T S F S L R R T T E E Y P L L 0 N G L E
0 P R D E I D I R D E E E E E R R A A A A R D R 0 V
B E E I N N A N E I N S S N N C C N N M M F E E S T
S R Q V G T S T Q V G N N D D E E S S E E R R L E Y
305 0 5 4 3 2 103 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 5 7 3 1 1 1 2 2 8 14 6
306 0 6 5 4 7 113 3 4 2 3 1 1 4 1 7 6 3 3 3 2 2 1 8 22 12
307 0 7 7 7 7 126 6 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 7 7 7 1 7 7 1 2 12 28 11
308 0 7 6 6 7 140 5 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 7 7 1 6 2 6 1 1 12 26 11
309 0 5 4 5 2 103 5 1 1 3 2 2 1 1 2 2 5 4 4 4 2 2 8 16 10
310 0 5 4 4 2 117 4 1 2 3 2 2 1 1 3 5 3 5 4 2 2 1 8 15 10
311 0 5 1 4 4 127 6 1 1 4 7 1 7 1 7 1 7 1 7 1 2 2 4 14 12
312 0 5 4 4 5 90 2 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 7 7 1 3 1 5 2 1 4 18 6
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APPENDIX I
Sample Analyses
Kev:
YF0RESEEN=0wn Foreseeability 
PARTNER=Partner attributions (coded data) 
RELCL0SE/REL=Closeness 
DAS=Adj us tment
HARM0NY/HAR=Focal convergence 
DISSEVTY/DIS=Disagreement severity 
INTFREQ=Frequency of interactions 
INTDIV=Diversity of interactions 
INTLENG=Length of interactions 
INTINT=Intensity of interactions
DTORFR=Type of relationship (l=Dating, 2=Friendship)
Printout:
SAS
DEP VARIABLE: YFORESN
REGRESSION ANALYSIS
SOURCE DF
SUM OF 
SQUARES
MEAN
SQUARE F VALUE:
MODEL 4 99.73465483 24.93366371
ERROR 95 347.97535 3.66289837
C TOTAL 99 447.71000
6.807 
PR0B>F: 
0.0001
ROOT MSE 1.91387 R-SQUARE 0.2228
DEP MEAN 3.73 ADJ R-SQ 0.1900
C.V. 51.31019
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PARAMETER ESTIMATES
VARIABLE DF
PARAMETER
ESTIMATE
INTERCEP
RELCLOSE
DISSEVTY
DAS
HARMONY
3.84538290
0.05682600
0.16132929
-0.03023631
0.003975114
STANDARD
ERROR
T FOR HO: 
PARAMETERS
1.84634785
0.04862485
0.04003335
0.01652312
0.13173140
2.083
1.169
4.030
-1.830
0.030
VARIABLE PROB > IT
INTERCEP
RELCLOSE
DISSEVTY
DAS
HARMONY
0.0400 
0.2455 
0.0001
(
0.9760
0.0704
TEST: HAR NUMERATOR: .0033354 DF: 1 F VALUE: 0.0009
DENOMINATOR: 3.6629 DF: 95 PROB >F : 0.9760
TEST: HARZREL NUMERATOR: 2.51196 DF: 2 F VALUE: 0.6858
DENOMINATOR: 3.6629 DF: 95 PROB >F : 0.5062
TEST: NOTDIS NUMERATOR: 4.15544 DF: 3 F VALUE: 1.1345
DENOMINATOR: 3.6629 DF: 95 PROB >F : 0.3395
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DEP VARIABLE: YFORESN
REGRESSION ANALYSIS
SOURCE
MODEL 
ERROR 
C TOTAL
DF
1
154
155
SUM OF 
SQUARES
105.02794
592.58103
697.60897
ROOT MSE 
DEP MEAN 
C.V.
MEAN
SQUARE
105.02794
3.84792879
1.961614
3.647436
53.78063
F VALUE 
27.295
R-SQUARE 
ADJ R-SQ
PARAMETER ESTIMATES
VARIABLE DF
PARAMETER STANDARD T FOR HO: 
ESTIMATE ERROR PARAMETERS
INTERCEP
DISSEVTY
1 1.62886591
1 0.16198401
0.41707196
0.03100511
3.905
5.224
PROB>F
0.0001
0.1506
0.1450
PROB > |T|
0.0001
0.0001
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DEP VARIABLE: PARTNER
REGRESSION ANALYSIS 
SUM OF MEAN
SOURCE DF SQUARES SQUARE F VALUE PROB>F
MODEL 
ERROR 
C TOTAL
4
95
99
58.55159515
322.75840
381.31000
14.63789879 4.308 
3.39745689
0.0030
ROOT MSE 
DEP MEAN 
C.V.
1.843219 R-SQUARE 
2.13 ADJ R-SQ 
86.53611
0.1536
0.1179
PARAMETER ESTIMATES
PARAMETER STANDARD T FOR HO:
VARIABLE DF ESTIMATE ERROR PARAMETERS PROB > |T
INTERCEP 1 2.68152954 1.77818961 1.508 0.1349
RELCLOSE 1 0.18033811 0.04682986 3.851 0.0002
DISSEVTY 1 -0.01974237 0.03855551 -0.512 0.6098
DAS 1 -0.02373393 0.01591316 -1.491 0.1392
HARMONY 1 -0.18405129 0.1268685 -1.451 0.1502
TEST: DIS NUMERATOR: 0.890799 DF: 1 F VALUE: 0.2622
DENOMINATOR: 3.39746 DF: 95 PROB >F: 0.6098
TEST: DISZHAR NUMERATOR: 3.76828 DF: 2 F VALUE: 1.1091
DENOMINATOR: 3.39746 DF: 95 PROB >F: 0.3341
TEST: NOTREL NUMERATOR: 4.84513 DF: 3 F VALUE: 1.4261
DENOMINATOR: 3.39746 DF: 95 PROB >F: 0.2389
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DEP VARIABLE: PARTNER
REGRESSION ANALYSIS
SOURCE
MODEL 
ERROR 
C TOTAL
DF
1
98
99
SUM OF 
SQUARES
MEAN
SQUARE F VALUE
44.01620225 44.01620225 12.789
337.29380 3.44177345
381.31000
ROOT MSE 
DEP MEAN 
C.V.
1.855202
2.13
87.09867
R-SQUARE 
ADJ R-SQ
PROB>F
0.0005
0.1154
0.1064
PARAMETER ESTIMATES
PARAMETER STANDARD T FOR HO:
VARIABLE DF ESTIMATE ERROR PARAMETERS PROB > |T
INTERCEP 1 -0.41013024 0.73412639 -0.559
RELCLOSE 1 0.14135394 0.03952690 3.576
0.5777
0.0005
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